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Summary  
About the research  
x Emmaus represents a unique response to homelessness in the UK. Emmaus offers 
ŚŽŵĞůĞƐƐƉĞŽƉůĞƉůĂĐĞƐĂƐ ‘ŽŵƉĂŶŝŽŶƐ ?ŝŶŵƵƚƵĂůůǇƐƵƉƉŽƌƚŝǀĞŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞs that 
provide accommodation and support, but which also expect Companions to work as 
volunteers. The volunteer work of Companions supports both the operation of each 
Community and the social businesses that fund each Community.  
x ŵŵĂƵƐĂůƐŽƉƌŽŵŽƚĞƐ ‘^ŽůŝĚĂƌŝƚǇ ?ĂŵŽŶŐŽŵƉĂŶŝŽŶƐ ?^ŽůŝĚĂƌŝƚǇĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞƐ
Companions to do extra volunteer work to support those in greater need than 
themselves. Through volunteer work and Solidarity Emmaus Communities are designed 
to give formerly homeless people the chance to live and work productively alongside 
others, to learn to live as part of a community, to gather relevant work experience and 
qualifications and to regain and boost their self-esteem.  
x Emmaus Communities are having to adapt to a changing situation. Homelessness is 
beginning to increase across the UK and many of the housing support services that were 
in place to prevent homelessness and resettle formerly homeless people are being 
subjected to very significant funding cuts. Single homelessness also continues to 
change. Alongside the growing presence of women and younger people, there are more 
recent economic migrants.  
x This research was commissioned to explore the roles that Emmaus might take in a 
situation where the nature of homelessness was changing and many homelessness 
services were being cut. In particular, the research was designed to explore whether 
there were any barriers to Emmaus Communities for any groups of homeless people 
and whether Emmaus could undertake any new roles in tackling homelessness.  
x The research employed a literature review, interviews with homeless people who had 
not had any experience of Emmaus Communities and interviews with Emmaus 
Companions and staff. The interviews involved asking people what attracted them 
about Emmaus Communities, whether Emmaus suited some groups of homeless people 
more than others and explored what living in an Emmaus Community gave homeless 
people who became Companions. Fieldwork took place in Emmaus Communities in 
Brighton, Cambridge, Gloucester, Greenwich and Preston.  
Awareness of Emmaus Communities among homeless people  
x There was widespread awareness of Emmaus among homeless people who had never 
been to a Community. However, most homeless people did not have a clear 
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understanding of what Emmaus Communities were and what they could offer. Many 
homeless people had false or distorted images of what Emmaus Communities were.  
x There was a widespread belief among homeless people that Emmaus Communities 
ǁĞƌĞƌĞůŝŐŝŽƵƐŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŚĂƚƐŽƵŐŚƚƚŽ “ĐŽŶǀĞƌƚ ?ŚŽŵĞůĞƐƐƉeople to Christianity. 
This belief was incorrect. The Emmaus Communities in the UK are not religious 
organisations. Some homeless people were reluctant to approach Emmaus 
ŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐŽŶƚŚĞďĂƐŝƐŽĨĂŵŝƐĂƉƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝŽŶƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇǁĞƌĞ ‘ŚƌŝƐƚŝĂŶ ?
environments.  
x A few homeless people thought that Emmaus Communities had a zero tolerance policy 
ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐĚƌƵŐƐĂŶĚĂůĐŽŚŽůĂŶĚǁŽƵůĚŝŶƐƚĂŶƚůǇ ‘ĞǀŝĐƚ ?ĂŶǇŽŶĞĐĂƵŐŚƚƵƐŝŶŐĞŝƚŚĞƌ ?dŚŝƐ
impression was also incorrect. Emmaus Communities did allow drinking off site and 
would not necessarily ask someone caught drinking or using drugs to leave. If someone 
ǁĂƐĂƐŬĞĚƚŽůĞĂǀĞďǇĂŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇŝƚǁĂƐŶŽƚĞƋƵŝǀĂůĞŶƚƚŽĂŶ ‘ĞǀŝĐƚŝŽŶ ? ?ƚŚĞǇĐŽƵůĚ
still approach a Community again and be considered for readmission as a Companion.  
x The ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨĂ ‘ŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ?ǁĂƐƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚĂĨĞǁŚŽŵĞůĞƐƐƉĞŽƉůĞĨŽƵŶĚ
difficult to understand. Some were attracted to the idea of participating and 
volunteering in a Community that supported itself. Others found the idea quite alien 
and assumed it meant living in an environment that was constantly shared with other 
people and which had strict rules. In fact, Emmaus Communities had relatively few rules 
and offered all their Companions their own rooms or small self-contained studio flats.  
x The volunteer work offered by Emmaus Communities was attractive to many homeless 
people. Some homeless people thought the structure and activity offered by Emmaus 
would counteract boredom and a lack of purpose. The potential to gather work 
experience, training and qualifications, which might help secure paid work on leaving an 
Emmaus Community, were also regarded positively by many homeless people.  
Living as a Companion  
x Formerly homeless people, who had become Companions, had quite often known little 
about Emmaus until they moved to a Community. Often their knowledge of Emmaus 
had been restricted and/or at least partially inaccurate up until the point where they 
received an assessment, looked around a Community and moved in.  
x Companions reported that the comprehensiveness of the support services, the quality 
of the accommodation and the environment, the presence of other people who had 
shared the experience of homelessness and who were prepared to talk and listen, the 
chance to gain work experience and the general ethos of Emmaus were all attractive. 
Many had been pleasantly surprised by what they found in the Communities and the 
opportunities offered by Emmaus.  
x The doubts about joining Emmaus that Companions had had before becoming part of a 
Community were often similar to those reported by homeless people. Sometimes 
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ŽŵƉĂŶŝŽŶƐŚĂĚŚĂĚĂŵŝƐƚĂŬĞŶďĞůŝĞĨƚŚĂƚŵŵĂƵƐǁĂƐ ‘ƌĞůŝŐŝŽƵƐ ?ďĞĨŽƌĞƚŚĞǇŵŽǀĞĚ
into a Community and this had made a few hesitant. Similarly, a few Companions had 
been surprised they were allowed to drink alcohol off site, which removed some 
misapprehensions about Communities being zero-tolerance environments.  
x Many of the Companions talked to for this research reported a positive view of their life 
in a Community. Established Companions who had been resident for some time were 
the most likely to be positive about their Community. This group in particular talked 
about how Emmaus had built up their self-esteem and how it facilitated the restoration 
of self-confidence in other Companions. Most felt supported by the staff and by their 
ĨĞůůŽǁŽŵƉĂŶŝŽŶƐ ?ĚĞƐĐƌŝďŝŶŐƚŚĞŝƌŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐĂƐǁĂƌŵĂŶĚƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐĂƐ ‘ĨĂŵŝůǇ ?
like environments.  
x Difficulties could exist for some Companions in Emmaus Communities. Some reported 
that some younger people did not always find it easy to adjust to the structure and 
requirements of volunteer work within an Emmaus Community. In some cases the rate 
at which people arrived and left a Community was high, meaning that Companions felt 
that the shape and nature of their Community was in flux and making them feel less 
settled. For a minority of Companions living in a group was more a source of tension 
than support and they found life in a Community difficult. Boredom and loneliness were 
not widely reported, but several respondents reported that they did not particularly like 
the preponderance of male Companions and wanted more female Companions.  
Supporting a range of people  
x From the perspective of staff there were some limitations in which groups Communities 
could work with. Three groups were regarded as more difficult to engage with. The first 
was those people who refused to engage with the Emmaus ethos and who could not 
adapt to the volunteer work that was at the core of Community life. The second group 
was chronically homeless people. Emmaus Communities could and did work with 
individuals with high needs, such as severe depression and/or undergoing recovery 
from heroin addiction. However, chronically homeless people presented with chaotic, 
challenging and difficult behaviours coupled with very high support needs and required 
intensive support. Chronically homeless people could be viewed as disruptive and as 
unable to make much of a contribution to the volunteer work that sustained 
Communities. The third group with whom it could be difficult to work were the minority 
of homeless people who had disabilities or long term limiting illnesses that prohibited 
their doing volunteer work of any kind.  
x Any difficulties for Emmaus Communities in engaging with groups like chronically 
homeless people needs to be viewed in the wider context of a rapidly changing 
understanding of the nature of homelessness. Extensive international and UK research 
evidence strongly suggests that chronically homeless people are only a small minority of 
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people who become homeless. While the majority of single homeless and other 
homeless people do have at least some support needs, these are much less acute than 
those of chronically homeless people. This meant that, in practice, Emmaus 
Communities could potentially work with the great majority of single homeless people 
and that only a very low proportion of single homeless people might not be well suited 
to being a Companion, because their support needs were too high.  
x No specific barriers existed to women joining Emmaus Communities. Relatively low 
numbers were thought to reflect more extensive provision of services for women who 
became homeless with their children or who were homeless because they were at risk 
of gender based violence. Women were thought to be less present among Emmaus 
Companions because they were only a minority of the single homeless population.  
x This research was not a rigorous evaluation of the effectiveness of Emmaus 
Communities in tackling homelessness. However, Companions and staff interviewed for 
this research were generally positive about their Communities and what they were able 
to deliver. The Communities were not entirely perfect and did not suit all homeless 
people and were not appropriate for some others, but there was evidence of positive 
outcomes among many Companions.  
New growth for Emmaus  
x The research showed that there is a strong case for Emmaus keeping to its existing 
path. What Emmaus delivers is in line with current thinking at policy level in the UK. 
 ‘DŽƌĞƚŚĂŶĂƌŽŽĨ ?ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞƐƚŚĂƚĞŵƉŚĂƐŝse reengagement in economic and social 
life through work and work related activity are increasingly seen as the most potentially 
effective way to respond to homelessness. This approach towards homelessness 
reflects key aspects of what Emmaus Communities seek to do.  
x There was also evidence from the interviews with homeless people that there is scope 
to expand recruitment into Emmaus Communities. All the Communities included in this 
research had waiting lists, but they were concerned that they might not be reaching 
everyone who might benefit from living and volunteering in a Community. There was 
strong evidence for a need to improve dissemination about what Emmaus is and what it 
offers, which would address some of the misapprehensions around religion and alcohol 
use that deter some homeless people from approaching Communities.  
x It is quite difficult to envisage how specific versions of Emmaus Communities focused 
on particular groups, such as homeless women or young people, could function 
effectively. There may be insufficient need to make such Communities viable and the 
existing social business models for Emmaus Communities, which are generally effective, 
might be less workable for specific groups of homeless people. In addition, staff 
reported that they thought that the social mix in Communities, for example exposing 
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young people to older more experienced people, was actually a key strength of the 
Emmaus model.  
x There are arguments for Emmaus to contemplate developing new forms of services by 
drawing on its own resources. Emmaus Communities might not be able to take on all 
groups of homeless people as Companions, but they could nevertheless actively 
support the groups among homeless people for whom life in a Community is not a 
desirable or viable option. This could be achieved in cooperation with other service 
providers and/or through direct provision of services. This would promote the Emmaus 
 ‘^ŽůŝĚĂƌŝƚǇ ?ĞƚŚŽƐĂŶĚŵŝŐŚƚƚŽƐŽŵĞĞǆƚĞŶƚĐŽƵŶƚĞƌĂĐƚƚŚĞǁŝĚĞƐƉƌĞĂĚĐƵƚƐƚŽŽƚŚĞƌ
homelessness services that are occurring at the time of writing.  
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1 
1 Introduction 
About the research  
A changing context  
Emmaus Communities are designed to enable homeless people to move away from 
situations of social and economic exclusion by providing a supportive, communal 
environment offering both a home and productive work. People who live in an Emmaus 
Community (referred to as Companions) are expected to contribute fairly to the 
Community in which they live with the intention that this will enable them to regain dignity 
and self-esteem. This can take two forms, either working in the businesses or social 
enterprises operated by Emmaus Communities and/or in working to facilitate the operation 
of a Community, for example by undertaking the catering for the other Companions.  
Emmaus promoƚĞƐǁŚĂƚŝƐƚĞƌŵĞĚ ‘^ŽůŝĚĂƌŝƚǇ ?ǁŚŝĐŚĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞƐŽŵƉĂŶŝŽŶƐƚŽŵĂŬĞĂŶ
additional effort to work in the wider community to support those in greater need than 
themselves. Emmaus Companions provide support to other people in need, both locally 
and internationally.  
The Companions continue to claim Housing Benefit but they sign off all other benefits while 
working in a Community. In return for the work Companions do to support the Community, 
they receive a weekly cash allowance and are not charged for their meals or 
accommodation.  
The Emmaus model is intended to emphasise the rebuilding and development of self-
esteem and dignity, getting people back into the routine of productive work. The Emmaus 
approach is also intended to help people who have become distanced from society by 
creating a community where they live alongside, cooperate and form relationships with 
others in a supportive environment. The Emmaus model is holistic, designed to address 
worklessness, social isolation and societal alienation. In practice, this very often means that 
Emmaus Communities work with homeless people and people who are at heightened risk 
of homelessness.  
Emmaus Communities are not designed to work with households containing children, 
though they can opt to accommodate Companions who are couples. However, most 
Communities are designed around an assumption that they will be mainly working with 
lone adults.  
The nature of homelessness among lone adults has changed over time. While there are 
some groups who appear to have been at heightened risk of homelessness for decades, 
ŶĞǁ ‘ŐƌŽƵƉƐ ?ŽĨŚŽŵĞůĞƐƐƉĞŽƉůĞŚĂǀĞĂƉƉĞĂƌĞĚ ?/ŶƚŚĞůĂƐƚƚǁŽĚĞĐĂĚĞƐ ?ƚŚĞŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨ
2 
street homelessness, referred to in this report as people sleeping rough, has undergone 
change. What was, in the 1970s, a group of lone, White British men in early and late middle 
age often characterised by support needs, sustained worklessness and problematic 
drinking
1
, had changed two decades later. Lone men still predominated among people 
sleeping rough in the 1990s, but there were more women and more young people while, in 
the 2000s, migrant groups, including undocumented migrants and some economic migrants 
from Eastern Europe began to appear among rough sleepers
2
.  
The nature of homelessness service provision has also changed over time. Services began to 
expand in the 1970s and by the mid-2000s were far more extensive and diverse than had 
once been the case. Local authorities were required to have a homelessness strategy that 
was interlinked with a strategy for housing support services funded under the former 
 ‘^ƵƉƉŽƌƚŝŶŐWĞŽƉůĞ ?ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞ ? This meant that services that had hitherto lacked 
homeless service provision developed new services and there was widespread 
development of specialist homelessness services. This situation changed with the advent of 
the 2008 financial crisis and extensive reductions in public expenditure. The homelessness 
service sector is currently facing severe cutbacks in many areas and some services have 
closed or are in the process or closing or restricting their operations
3
.  
There are also indications of an increase in levels of homelessness. In June 2011, Broadway 
reported an 11 per cent rise in people sleeping rough in London
4
. The statistical returns on 
the operation of the statutorily homelessness system in England showed 11,820 applicants 
were accepted as owed a main homelessness duty during April to June 2011, 17 per cent 
higher than the same quarter of 2010
5
.  
Emmaus Communities in the UK were not designed to work with a specific group of lone 
homeless or potentially homeless people and are in fact not designed to function solely as a 
homelessness service. However, in practice, the people who have become Companions 
most frequently have tended to be lone White British men, quite often aged over 25 who 
were homeless or at risk of homelessness and who quite often have some form of support 
                                                     
1
 DĂĐ'ƌĞŐŽƌtŽŽĚ ?^ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ‘ĂŵďĞƌǁĞůůZĞĐĞƉƚŝŽŶĞŶƚƌĞ PĂĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞŶĞĞĚĨŽƌŚĞĂůƚŚĂŶĚƐŽĐŝĂůƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐŽĨ homeless, 
ƐŝŶŐůĞŵĞŶ ?Journal of Social Policy, 5, 4, pp. 389-99 
2
 Jones, A. and Pleace, N. (2010) A Review of Single Homelessness in the UK 2000 - 2010, London: Crisis. 
3
 Homeless Link (2011) Survey of Needs and Provision 2011 London: Homeless Link.  
4
 http://www.broadwaylondon.org/CHAIN.html  
5
 http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/corporate/statistics/homelessnessq22011  
3 
need
6
. As is discussed later in the report, there are various reasons why this pattern may 
have arisen (see Chapter 4).  
Key questions  
The Emmaus Federation
7
 commissioned the research discussed in this report because three 
operational questions had arisen as a result of the changes that were occurring in the 
nature of homelessness:  
x What role could Emmaus Communities play in a context in which the nature of 
homelessness was changing and could there be ways in which Communities could be 
made more accessible, attractive and beneficial to groups of homeless and potentially 
homeless people who currently did not tend to live in Emmaus Communities? 
x In a context where homelessness service provision was decreasing and the numbers of 
homeless people were rising, what new roles might Emmaus Communities adopt to 
help tackle homelessness?  
x ŽĂŶǇ ‘ďĂƌƌŝĞƌƐ ?ƚŽĞŶƚĞƌŝŶŐŵŵĂƵƐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐĞǆŝƐƚĨŽƌƐŽŵĞŐƌŽƵƉƐŽĨŚŽŵĞůĞƐƐ
people and, ŝĨƐŽ ?ǁŚĂƚĂƌĞƚŚŽƐĞ ‘ďĂƌƌŝĞƌƐ ? ? 
This research was commissioned to explore these questions. Emmaus has an ethos that 
defines the Movement and how Emmaus Communities work. A challenge for the research 
centred on exploring whether a correct balance could be found, one that allowed for 
possible adaptation to reflect new realities of homelessness but which did not compromise 
the ethos of the Movement.  
Methods  
The methodology for this piece of work had three main stages. The first stage was a Rapid 
Evidence Review (structured literature review) that was designed to set the findings of the 
later stages in context, looking at Emmaus Communities in contrast to other approaches 
that are designed to provide a holistic response to lone homelessness. The second stage 
involved talking to a range of lone homeless people who were not in Emmaus 
Communities. The aim of the second stage was to assess the level of understanding of 
Emmaus among lone homeless people, explore the extent to which they might be attracted 
                                                     
6
 ůĂƌŬĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ‘tŽƌŬĂƐĂƌŽƵƚĞŽƵƚŽĨŚŽŵĞůĞƐƐŶĞƐƐ PĂĐĂ ĞƐƚƵĚǇŽĨ ŵŵĂƵƐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ?People, Place and Policy Online 4, 3, pp. 
89-102; Boswell,  ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ‘Routes out of Poverty and Isolation for Older Homeless People: Possible Models from Poland and the UK ?
European Journal of Homelessness 4, pp.203-216 
7
 The 21 Emmaus Communities in the UK are all separate charities and distinct legal entities. Nineteen of the 
Emmaus Communities are affiliates of the Emmaus UK Federation, which has a central office providing 
guidance and support to existing Communities and to Groups seeking to develop new Emmaus Communities. 
4 
to living as a Companion and then determine if there were any barriers to their joining a 
Community. The third element of the research involved talking to staff and Companions 
within five Emmaus Communities, exploring the processes by which people heard about 
Emmaus and made the decision to become a Companion. This stage of the research also 
explored whether life in an Emmaus Community might present challenges as well as 
opportunities for some people. Potential challenges and opportunities existed both for 
Companions and also for the Communities themselves. This allowed exploration of the 
questions around whether or not life as a Companion suited some people more than 
others.  
It had originally been intended to structure the research around five fieldwork visits to five 
Emmaus Communities, with the two researchers working as a team to cover the interviews 
with homeless people external to the Emmaus Community and the interviews with staff 
and Companions within the Community. The proposed structure of the fieldwork was as 
follows for each of the five areas.  
x Three in-depth interviews with homeless people external to the Emmaus Community 
exploring their awareness of Emmaus and their receptivity to what an Emmaus 
Community could offer (in return for a small non-cash incentive). It was intended that 
two of these three homeless people would be invited on a site visit to the local Emmaus 
Community with a researcher, with a small additional incentive being offered to those 
who cooperated. The idea was that their views of Emmaus before and after actually 
seeing a Community would be contrasted.  
x Interviews with two recently arrived (within the last three months) Companions and 
ƚǁŽŵŽƌĞ ‘ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚ ?ŽŵƉĂŶŝŽŶƐ ?ŝŶƌĞƐŝĚĞŶĐĞĨŽƌĂŵŝŶŝŵƵŵŽĨƐŝǆŵŽŶƚŚƐ ? ?
exploring what drew them to the Community, their experiences and their views on 
living there. The inclusion of more established and more recent Companions was 
intended to allow exploration of whether some groups of people were attracted to a 
more sustained membership of an Emmaus Community and to look at factors that 
might have been important in people moving on from a Community.  
x A focus group and/or semi structured interviews with staff members in each Emmaus 
Community, to contextualise what the Companions said and explore staff perceptions 
on how their Community functioned and whether there was scope for change around 
issues such as working with a larger group of Companions or engaging with a wider 
range of lone homeless people than was currently the case.  
Participation in the research was anonymous. Nothing reported in these pages identifies 
the area in which a research respondent was located and only non-specific indications of 
their role are given. The Emmaus Communities that participated in the research were as 
follows: 
x Brighton 
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x Cambridge 
x Gloucestershire 
x Greenwich 
x Preston  
When fieldwork was conducted it was found that the Emmaus Community in Greenwich 
was not located near services in which significant numbers of homeless people could be 
found. In Preston, securing cooperation from local homelessness services was not possible. 
This meant that interviews with homeless people who were external to the Emmaus 
Communities were concentrated in large services for homeless people operating in 
Brighton, Cambridge and Gloucester. As quite a high number of referrals came from outside 
the local authorities and indeed regions in which the Emmaus Communities were located, 
this should not have had any significant impact on the validity of the research. All the 
participating Communities took local people on as Companions, but would all also consider 
applications from elsewhere. In addition, Communities also occasionally offered places as 
Companions to recent international migrants who had become homeless or were at risk of 
homelessness, though the numbers involved were very small.  
One element of the planned fieldwork proved not to be workable. Homeless people who 
were external to Emmaus Communities were generally not prepared to accompany a 
researcher to the Emmaus Community for a brief visit. The reason for this seemed to be 
linked to the characteristics of the homeless people being interviewed, some of whom had 
high support needs. While most homeless people were happy to talk about Emmaus for 20 
or 30 minutes in one interview, the prospect of perhaps 90 minutes with a researcher (an 
interview, a visit to an Emmaus project and another short interview) was often not 
something they felt able to engage with. On the basis that responses would be variable at 
best, it was decided that the element of the fieldwork involving visits to Emmaus 
Communities with homeless people was not practical. The total number of interviews with 
homeless people external to Emmaus Communities was increased to compensate for not 
undertaking the visits, rising from three to five in each area (from 15 to 25). The topic guide 
used during the interviews with current Companions was also extended so as to capture 
perceptions held before and after becoming a Companion. A semi-structured approach was 
used for interviews.  
The University follows the Social Policy Association Guidelines on research ethics which are 
designed to ensure that no distress should result from participation in the research process. 
This ensures that no one is asked to participate in research unless the researcher is clear 
that the individual knows what they are being asked to do, knows that they do not have to 
answer any questions they do not want to and that they can cease to participate at any 
point. The research was checked and cleared through the CHP ethics process, which uses 
two external expert reviewers.  
6 
The results of this work are not necessarily representative of all Emmaus Communities in 
the UK. The research team visited five of the 21 Communities operational in the summer of 
2011 for the purposes of the fieldwork. The Communities selected operated in very 
different circumstances, were of differing sizes and while all shared the core furniture 
business model, they were also active in a range of other businesses ranging from cafes, 
through to gardening. However, while a good range of Communities were represented, the 
circumstances of other Communities may have differed. One other caveat to note is that 
the Communities visited for the research were at least partially based in buildings that been 
converted ?ƚŚĞƌĞǁĞƌĞŶŽĞŶƚŝƌĞůǇ ‘ŶĞǁďƵŝůĚ ?ŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐƚŚĂƚ ĂĚďĞĞŶƉƵƌƉŽƐĞďƵŝůƚ ? 
This meant that the size of the Communities varied, that some had both the 
accommodation and their business or businesses on site while others did not and that the 
range of facilities and other details (such as whether or not rooms were en-suite) varied.  
Almost all of the planned fieldwork was conducted, with staff interviews and focus groups 
ƚĂŬŝŶŐƉůĂĐĞŝŶĂůůĨŝǀĞŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ?ƚǁŽ ‘ƌĞĐĞŶƚ ?ĂŶĚƚǁŽ ‘ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚ ?ŽŵƉĂŶŝŽŶƐďĞŝŶg 
interviewed in each Community. However, even with the kind support of three agencies 
that agreed to help with the fieldwork, it only proved possible to conduct 19 interviews or 
the planned 25 interviews with homeless people within the timeframe and resources 
allowed for the research. Enough potential participants were available but sometimes for 
reasons linked to their support needs and sometimes simply because they were not 
inclined to take part in the research, it was not possible to recruit everyone who the 
researcher approached.  
The research was conducted between July and October 2011.  
The structure of this report 
The next chapter of this report is a brief overview of the Emmaus ethos. This is provided to 
ensure that readers who may be unfamiliar with all the specifics of how Emmaus operates 
are able to interpret the results. Chapter Two also has a more general function in spelling 
out what definitions the researchers used. When in later chapters the report discusses 
specific aspects of Emmaus it is the definitions in this chapter that it is referring to. Chapter 
Three looks at awareness and understanding of Emmaus among homeless people, drawing 
on the interviews with homeless people and from informal discussions with staff and 
volunteers working in external agencies. This chapter is concerned with how well Emmaus 
is understood and whether perceptions or misperceptions of what Emmaus is either 
encourage or discourage different groups of homeless people to seek to join a Community 
as a Companion.  
Chapter Four looks at the process of becoming a Companion from the perspective of 
people who have experienced it. It explores how people heard about Emmaus, their 
expectations and how living as a Companion contrasted with those expectations. The 
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extent to which living as a Companion might suit some people more than others is also 
explored. Chapter Four concludes with a discussion, drawing both on the fieldwork with 
staff and with Companions about how Emmaus Communities balance the different roles 
with one another. The final chapter looks at potential for new growth for Emmaus, drawing 
together the findings discussed in the earlier stages of the report, discussing both potential 
limits to growth and also the various ways in which growth might happen.  
2 About Emmaus  
Introduction 
This short chapter is designed to provide an overview of the Emmaus ethos and to describe 
broadly the operation of an Emmaus Community. The purpose of the chapter is twofold. 
First, it is intended to help guide readers of this report who may not be entirely familiar 
with Emmaus. Second, the chapter provides what might best be described as a list of 
 ‘ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶƐ ?ƵƐĞĚďǇƚŚĞƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌƐ ? When in the later stages of the report specific 
concepts, such as Solidarity and Community, are discussed, the report is always making 
reference to these concepts in terms of how they are defined in this chapter. 
The origins of Emmaus  
Emmaus was founded by the French Resistance hero, politician and Catholic Priest Abbé 
Pierre (1912-2007) who began working to establish what became Emmaus in 1949. 
Supported by the French Government, Emmaus grew into an international movement over 
a relatively short period of time. The first General Assembly of Emmaus International was 
held in Bern in 1969, adopting the Universal Manifesto of the Emmaus Movement. Emmaus 
also adopted the UN Declaration of Human Rights, making it a non-discriminatory 
movement. Since its foundation, Emmaus has grown into an international movement 
operating in many countries. Emmaus France and the Foundation Abbé Pierre are integral 
to French policy responses to homelessness and both are active at the wider European 
level.  
Emmaus centred on developing small communities in which homeless people and 
vulnerable people at risk of homelessness could become Companions. A Companion is a 
member of an Emmaus Community. Being a Companion confers both responsibility and 
access to necessary formal and informal support. Some people who become Companions 
work as volunteers in a business or businesses with the goal of making a Community 
financially self-sufficient while others take on work for the Community itself such as 
cooking or cleaning. Companions are expected to take an active part in Community life and 
volunteer their labour to the best of their ability. Each Community is intended to be a 
nurturing, supportive and empowering place in which vulnerable and homeless people 
cooperate with each other and work together.  
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Solidarity is a key concept for Emmaus. Solidarity is intended to promote contributions to 
the wider community by Emmaus Companions. Companions work to support those who are 
less fortunate than themselves, both in the local area in which their Community is situated, 
but also at a wider level. Emmaus is active in supporting projects in areas affected by 
natural disasters and conflict and in projects in economically less developed nations. 
Companions from the European Union travel to Africa and other countries as part of this 
commitment to Solidarity.  
Emmaus Communities in the UK  
The first Emmaus Community in the UK opened in Cambridge in 1991. Each Community is 
an independent Charity and legal entity, so some aspects of their operation vary, but the 
basic approach adopted was derived from the French Communities. The core business of 
Cambridge and most of the subsequent Emmaus Communities was second-hand furniture 
recycling and sale, with Cambridge and other Communities also including the restoration 
and sale of second-hand electrical domestic appliances in their business, along with books, 
clothing and other domestic items. UK Communities tend to have between 20-40 
Companions, with the larger Communities being the minority. At the time of writing, 21 
Communities offering some 502 Companion rooms were operating in the UK, with another 
13 new Communities at various stages of development
8
.  
The research found that there was quite a widespread assumption among people with no 
ĚŝƌĞĐƚĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞŽĨŵŵĂƵƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐŝŶƚŚĞh<ǁĞƌĞ ‘ŚƌŝƐƚŝĂŶ ?
organisations. Emmaus Communities are in fact not religious and Emmaus UK, the 
Federation of Emmaus Communities in the UK, is a secular organisation.  
Companions have their own rooms. The facilities vary, but most Communities offer en-suite 
accommodation and provide or allow someone to have a television, computer and/or 
stereo in their room. Alongside accommodation, Companions have their food, toiletries and 
utilities provided. Cleaning and cooking are a ƉĂƌƚŽĨŽŵƉĂŶŝŽŶƐ ?ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚŝĞƐ ?ƚŚŽƵŐŚ
many Communities tend to have one or two Companions who concentrate on providing 
food for the others. Communities have communal areas that vary in their size and extent. 
Many Communities possess television rooms, lounges, a suite of computers with Internet 
ĂĐĐĞƐƐĂǀĂŝůĂďůĞĨŽƌŽŵƉĂŶŝŽŶƐ ?ƵƐĞĂŶĚŬŝƚĐŚĞŶĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐƚŚĂƚĞŶable Companions who 
might miss shared mealtimes, for reasons such as work responsibilities, to cook for 
themselves. This research focused on Emmaus Communities that had been developed out 
of existing buildings such as schools, residential care homes and a former convent, though 
there are examples of purpose-built Communities.  
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Companions sign off welfare benefits, with the exception of Housing Benefit, at the point at 
which they join an Emmaus Community. In exchange for a five day, 40 hour week of 
volunteer work the Companions typically receive an allowance of between £35 and £40 a 
week. dŚŝƐŝƐŶŽƚĂ ‘ǁĂŐĞ ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞŽŵƉĂŶŝŽŶƐĂƌĞǀŽůƵŶƚĞĞƌŝŶŐ ?dŚĞĂůůŽǁĂŶĐĞŝƐŝŶ
addition to Companions having most of their day-to-day living costs being met by their 
Community, as Companions are not charged for their accommodation, their meals, utility 
bills or toiletries and can be supplied with clothing from donations.  
Direct comparison with a salary for equivalent paid work is difficult as Companions are 
volunteering. Nevertheless some respondents did draw comparisons between the 
allowance the Companions were given for volunteering and the disposable income of 
someone on the Minimum Wage for a 40 hour week. The Minimum wage for a worker aged 
over 21 was £6.08
9
, giving someone working for 40 hours £243.20, a gross annual salary of 
£12,646.44. From this an individual would have to meet their housing costs, pay for food 
and utilities bills and, for earned income above £7,475, also pay Income Tax. Disposable 
income after meeting all the costs of living would, at Minimum Wage, perhaps be no more - 
and potentially rather less - than the Companions received as an allowance for their 
volunteer work.  
The volunteer work undertaken by Companions ranges from the support of the Community 
in a domestic sense, such as cooking for other Companions, through to a range of work for 
the social business or businesses that the Community runs to support itself. As 
Communities typically have a second-hand furniture business with warehousing and one or 
more shops, roles can include driving, deliveries and picking up donations, testing donated 
electrical goods for safety, restoring furniture, warehouse work, sales on the shop floor and 
also management roles centred on logistics or supervising a sales team. Other work can 
include cooking and serving in Cafés within those Communities that have a Café open to 
the public or landscape gardening in those Communities that offer a parks and gardening 
service. Emmaus Communities offer opportunities for training relevant to the work that the 
Community does and can also facilitate Companions securing basic qualifications in maths 
and English if they require them.  
Communities tend to have only a few rules. There is no tolerance of illegal drug use on site, 
but if a Companion is caught using illegal drugs a Community would often respond by 
attempting to provide support in the first instance, although repeated problems would be 
likely to result in a Companion being asked to leave the Community for a defined period of 
time. Alcohol consumption is banned on site, Companions generally being allowed to drink 
offsite, but also being expected to return to their own rooms rather than remaining in 
communal spaces on their return to the Community. Mistreatment of other Companions 
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will also result in sanctions and can potentially lead to someone being asked to leave a 
Community if the problem is severe or enduring. The Emmaus model is designed to allow 
Companions second, third and further chances to re-enter a Community if they have been 
asked to leave
10
. Companions are expected not to claim any welfare benefit other than 
Housing Benefit and also expected not to take on external paid work in addition to their 
work supporting the Community.  
The range of support needs that Emmaus Communities can work with is quite extensive. 
Some Companions are on treatments for problematic drug use including Methadone and 
others have mental health problems. Companions can also have experienced difficult and 
traumatic events. Emmaus Communities are not always able to engage with people with 
the very highest support needs.  
Companions are encouraged to take part in Solidarity work in their local community, 
supporting good causes centred on those less fortunate than themselves and also given the 
opportunity to become involved in Solidarity projects taking place in other countries. 
Emmaus can facilitate travel between Communities to undertake Solidarity work, which 
means there can be opportunities for UK Companions to travel to Communities in France 
and elsewhere.  
Communities tend to hold meetings involving the Companions and staff. Participation in 
Community life at this level tends to be expected, though the emphasis is on attempting to 
allow everyone to have a voice in how the Community is operating.  
Companions are not expected to move on from a Community at any given point. There is 
the option to remain in an Emmaus Community for years if a Companion chooses to do so, 
though support is provided with securing qualifications, work outside the Community and 
accessing accommodation. Communities may furnish the housing secured by Companions 
outside of the Community by drawing on the donations of furniture they receive.  
Emmaus in context  
Emmaus is in many respects a unique form of support for homeless people. It has a holistic 
approach, centred on addressing worklessness, an absence of meaningful activity, social 
isolation and societal alienation as well as providing accommodation, food and support. 
The requirement that Companions in Emmaus Communities work to support those 
Communities and participate within Community life is also something that is distinct from 
many other supports for homeless people. While the use of social enterprise to support the 
activities of homelessness services is not unknown outside Emmaus, the core role of work 
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and social enterprise and emphasis on self-financing within Emmaus Communities is 
distinct. As each Emmaus Community is a distinct Charity and legal entity in the UK, 
Emmaus is also unlike some other forms of support for homeless people in that each 
Community, while following the Emmaus ethos, may have some features that are unique.  
Other forms of support for homeless people tend to differ from Emmaus in that they follow 
Ă ‘ŚŽŵĞůĞƐƐŶĞƐƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ ?ŵŽĚĞů ? Homeless people are the recipients of the support and 
care these services offer or facilitate, the clients of professional and volunteer service 
providers. Unlike Emmaus Companions, homeless people receiving homelessness services 
do not have a central role in actively contributing to both the funding and the delivery of 
the support that they receive. Homelessness services are not static and things have 
changed since the initial emphasis on providing food and shelter to lone homeless people, 
at first by creating services that actively sought to resettle and sustain homeless people in 
housing through outreach and floating support services and more recently through an 
increasing emphasis on tackling worklessness
11
. However, despite the shifts in direction 
that have occurred in the last two decades, homeless people largely receive homelessness 
support services rather than directly participate in the delivery and funding of their own 
support in the way that Emmaus Companions do. 
Services providing work related activity for homeless people  
Services designed to assist with access to paid work for homeless people tend to adopt one 
of two basic approaches. The first approach is to generate what is sometimes termed 
 ‘ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐĨƵů ?Žƌ ‘ǁŽƌŬƌĞůĂƚĞĚ ? activity which is designed to create structure and the 
experience of working alongside others as a means to prepare people who have never 
worked, or who have not worked for a long time, for paid work. Sometimes these projects 
are arts-based; sometimes they involve physical activities such as sport or volunteer work 
in the community
12
. Activity might be combined with education and training; the services 
may facilitate access for service users to education and training from another service 
provider, such as a local college. In some senses these services come close to what Emmaus 
does, but there are significant differences; while homeless people using these services are 
required to be active, they are often not undertaking volunteer work in the sense that an 
Emmaus Companion does. Instead these other services offer something that resembles 
paid work as a kind of training to facilitate access to paid work from an employer. Alongside 
ǁŽƌŬŝŶŐǁŝƚŚŚŽŵĞůĞƐƐƉĞŽƉůĞƚŚĞƐĞƐŽƌƚƐŽĨ ‘ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐĨƵůĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĂƌĞĂůƐŽ
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provided for people at heightened risk of homelessness and sustained worklessness, 
including people with a history of offending and problematic drug use
13
.  
The second approach, used by services seeking to tackle sustained worklessness among 
homeless people, is the use of work placements and formal and informal apprenticeships. 
These services introduce homeless people to paid work through temporary placement with 
an employer. Where possible, these services will encourage the development of these 
placements into sustainable paid work. There are also services that function as 
employment brokering services, with an emphasis on recruiting employers and persuading 
them to offer jobs to formerly homeless people. Brokering services emphasise the provision 
of reassurance to employers, that they are not taking a risk by employing a specific 
individual and may combine this with some element of support provided to either the 
formerly homeless person and/or the employer
14
.  
There are also other experimental models in use. For example the Transitional Spaces 
ProjĞĐƚ ?d^W ?ŽĨĨĞƌĞĚĂƐĞƌŝĞƐŽĨ ‘ĨŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůƌĞǁĂƌĚƐ ?ƚŽŚŽŵĞůĞƐƐƉĞŽƉůĞĂƐƚŚĞǇƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐĞĚ
towards financial independence, living independently in the private rented sector and paid 
work. Participants received a cash payment from the TSP each time they made a step 
towards paid work, with the intention that the payments would both encourage and 
facilitate securing a job
15
.  
Evidence on the effectiveness of employment related services for homeless people is 
mixed. There is little evidence that the various homelessness services centred on facilitating 
employment generate sustained paid work for formerly homeless people, although there is 
some evidence that these services can secure access to paid work for homeless people, this 
was often in a context in which general levels of employment were relatively high. In a 
situation like that at present, where employment opportunities are decreasing in terms of 
the total level of paid work available in the labour market and the quality of that paid work 
(i.e. less full time, relatively well paid jobs, more lower paid, part-time work and short-term 
contracts), it may be more difficult for these service models to achieve good results
16
.  
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There are also limitations in what these various service models can achieve. An individual 
with support needs or a disability who might find it difficult to secure paid work if they 
were not homeless, might be doubly disadvantaged in seeking work in the open labour 
market
17
. Service models for providing economic activity for homeless and formerly 
homeless people with high support needs and limiting illnesses and disabilities exist. These 
ŝŶĐůƵĚĞǁŚĂƚŝƐƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐƚĞƌŵĞĚ ‘ƐŚĞůƚĞƌĞĚ ?ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ ?ŝ ?Ğ ?ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇ
designed for groups of homeless people - often those with the highest needs widely 
ƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚƚŽĂƐ ‘ĐŚƌŽŶŝĐĂůůǇŚŽŵĞůĞƐƐ ?ƉĞŽƉůĞŝŶƚŚĞh^ W which can be reliant on a subsidy 
to function
18
. These services can be intended as preparation for securing paid work in the 
ůĂďŽƵƌŵĂƌŬĞƚ ?ĚŝĨĨĞƌŝŶŐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞǀĂƌŝŽƵƐŬŝŶĚƐŽĨ ‘ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐĨƵůĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ
ĂďŽǀĞďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞǇĚŽŝŶǀŽůǀĞĂĐƚƵĂů ‘ǁŽƌŬ ?ĨŽƌǁŚŝĐŚƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƵƐĞƌƐĂƌĞƉĂŝĚ ? Such service 
models can however be expensive to operate. 
Emmaus Communities differ from homeless services providing work related activity and 
paid work in several key respects. In addition to the focus on community living, mutual 
support and Solidarity, each Community is reliant on the volunteer work by its Companions 
to allow its social enterprises to sustain themselves and on the volunteer contributions of 
the Companions in key roles within the Community, such as taking on a role as a chef and 
catering for everyone. Emmaus also delivers actual work experience which can vary as 
Companions move between roles in the Community and offers volunteer work on an open 
ended basis. Finally, of course, Emmaus is not reliant on subsidy, with Communities 
drawing on the volunteer work by their Companions in order to function.  
Mainstream homelessness services for lone adults 
Large dormitory hostels replaced former workhouses in many cities, removing the 
requirement that residents work in return for their subsistence and instead relying on 
welfare benefits claimed by each individual to meet their management costs
19
. These 
hostels sometimes employed former workhouse buildings. Closure of large dormitory style 
accommodation for lone homeless adults began in the 1980s, driven by evidence that 
residents simply often stayed put or were unable to move on, sometimes for decades. The 
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ŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ
for Homeless Veterans With Psychiatric or Addiction Disorders: Two-zĞĂƌKƵƚĐŽŵĞƐ ?Psychiatric Services 58, 
3; Housing and Urban Development (HUD) (2010) What Works! Job Strategies for Homeless People 
[Supporting Documentation] Washington DC: HUD.  
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closure of these large hostels is now nearing the process of completion, with some of the 
last examples recently being shut down in Glasgow
20
. Smaller towns and cities that did not 
have large emergency dormitory provision for homeless people were often dependent on 
nightshelters, sometimes supported by the local authority, sometimes reliant entirely on 
local charities.  
What initially replaced the dormitory and night-shelter system was a combination of 
smaller, more specialised hostels that were specifically designed to encourage move-on 
into independent accommodation for homeless people with higher support needs and, in 
what would become a very significant trend, floating resettlement services
21
. These 
services differed from what they replaced in that they created an expectation for homeless 
people using them to become independent. Residence in one of these hostels was designed 
to be a process of training in independence that ended in independent housing.  
The new floating resettlement services placed homeless people with support needs directly 
into what, in the 1980s and early 1990s, were social rented homes and then provided those 
formerly homeless people with a visiting worker who encouraged them towards 
independent living, gradually reducing the level of support they provided over time. More 
recently, these services have changed into tenancy support services, which use floating 
support workers both to resettle formerly homeless people with support needs and, 
increasingly, to prevent homelessness among vulnerable people at risk of homelessness. 
Over time, the balance of homelessness service provision has shifted away from fixed site 
hostels and towards the provision of tenancy support services, to arrive at a situation in 
which the services using mobile workers are becoming predominant
22
. These mobile 
worker seƌǀŝĐĞƐ ?ŽĨƚĞŶŬŶŽǁŶĂƐ ‘ĨůŽĂƚŝŶŐƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ?ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ?ĂƌĞĚĞƐŝŐŶĞĚƚŽďŽƚŚƉƌĞǀĞŶƚ
homelessness from occurring from those at risk of it and to sustainably resettle and 
reintegrate people who have become homeless. As well as being used with groups like 
people sleeping rough and lone homeless adults, they are widely used by social landlords 
when working with lone homeless people who have been accepted as statutorily homeless 
under the homelessness legislation because they are a vulnerable person.  
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This part of the homelessness sector expanded and diversified under recent successive 
Labour governments. Services designed for specific subgroups of homeless people, such as 
young people, cultural and ethnic minorities and former offenders multiplied, funded and 
encouraged through the Supporting People programme which had unified formerly diverse 
funding streams for housing support services. As noted in Chapter One, these services are 
currently contracting in size and scope, following the abolition of a discrete Supporting 
People funding stream. 
Over the last 20 years, the homelessness sector has begun to take on a more holistic view 
of homelessness. In the late 1990s and early 2000s, homelessness began to be reclassified 
as a state of what was referred to at the time aƐ ‘ƐŽĐŝĂůĞǆĐůƵƐŝŽŶ ?ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶũƵƐƚĂ
situation of housing exclusion and service provision began to reflect this
23
. The phrase 
 ‘ŵŽƌĞƚŚĂŶĂƌŽŽĨ ?ŝŶŝƚŝĂůůǇĐŽŝŶĞĚƚŽĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝǀĞĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞƐƚŽƚĂĐŬůŝŶŐƌŽƵŐŚ
sleeping in the UK, was representative of an ever growing recognition that homelessness 
could mean social isolation, alienation, sustained worklessness and poor health, issues that 
could, at best, only be partially tackled through the provision of adequate and affordable 
housing
24
. Current service models therefore often attempt to address the following sets of 
needs: 
x Economic exclusion and sustained worklessness. 
x Low educational attainment, including needs around basic literacy and numeracy. 
x Access to the NHS. 
x Welfare Rights, i.e. access to all benefits for which the person is eligible. 
x Financial management and debt management.  
x Social isolation.  
x Problematic drug and alcohol use (where present) 
x Housing needs and related needs, including furniture, white goods and the skills needed 
to run a home.  
Attitudes towards homeless people have also undergone some changes. A succession of 
studies in the USA and a smaller amount of research in Europe began to suggest that, for 
homeless people who had problematic drug and alcohol use, services that used strict rules 
and regulation were often proving ineffective. Homeless people abandoned these services, 
or when the service was supposed to slowly progress them to independent living through a 
series of steps (sometimes known as a staircase model), could become stuck at particular 
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 ‘ƐƚĞƉs ? ? EĞǁ ‘,ŽƵƐŝŶŐ&ŝƌƐƚ ?and housing-led services, using floating support and ordinary 
housing, which placed as much emphasis on the rights as on the responsibilities of 
homeless people, began to be introduced in various countries. These new services gave 
homeless people more control over their lives and appear to be much more effective at 
ĚĞůŝǀĞƌŝŶŐƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĨŽƌ ‘ĐŚƌŽŶŝĐĂůůǇ ?ŚŽŵĞůĞƐƐƉĞŽƉůĞǁŝƚŚŚŝŐŚƐƵƉƉŽƌƚŶĞĞĚƐ25.  
Emmaus Communities are very different from mainstream homelessness services. A 
Community is designed to be participative, supportive and simultaneously self reliant. This 
means people living as Companions are intended to have a different relationship to 
Emmaus than to a homelessness service provider, because their volunteer work funds the 
Community and the services it provides. In a real sense, living as a Companion means 
actively looking after oneself and others through participating in volunteer work. An 
Emmaus Community relies on Companions even as it supports those Companions. This is a 
crucial difference from other services, because it changes the dynamic found in a 
mainstream homelessness service. IŶƐƚĞĂĚŽĨƵůƚŝŵĂƚĞůǇďĞŝŶŐĂ ‘ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƵƐĞƌ ?Žƌ ‘ĐůŝĞŶƚ ? ? 
Companions draw on mutually provided support that they are themselves active in 
delivering. The Emmaus emphasis on community and inclusion and participation within a 
Community remains distinct.  
A Community is not self contained  W indeed the emphasis on Solidarity connects 
Communities to the wider world and Emmaus Communities will connect with external 
services when Companions need them  W but a very great deal of what a Companion needs 
should theoretically be received directly from the Community of which they are a part. 
Over time, the support an Emmaus Community offers could potentially help address issues 
such as low self-esteem, social isolation, alienation and an absence of work experience, 
allowing Companions to move on from a Community. Companions may also set their own 
pace, staying in a Community for weeks, months or years before opting to move on.  
Mainstream homelessness services do not work this way. An emphasis is placed on 
immediate or near-immediate reintegration of homeless and potentially homeless people 
in society. Most services do this by brokering, attempting to form connections between 
what a homeless person needs and existing external services, and then bringing that 
homeless person to a point where they can manage their own needs. Another way to look 
ĂƚƚŚŝƐŝƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƐĞƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐƚƌǇƚŽ ‘ƐĞƚƵƉ ?ŚŽŵĞůĞƐƐƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ĂƌƌĂŶŐŝŶŐĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŝŶ
the social rented or private rented sector, making sure that the housing is adequately 
furnished and of decent standard, providing advice and support in how to manage the 
housing and connecting the homeless person up with any services they need. This is 
sometimes called making somehow housing ƌĞĂĚǇ ?. Homeless people using these services 
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ĂƌĞƉůĂĐĞĚŝŶƚŽƚŚĞ ‘ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ?ǁŝƚŚǁŚĂƚĂƌĞŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚƚŽďĞƐƵĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐĂŶĚ
resources and then, ultimately, left to cope by themselves.  
Most services work to at least a broad timetable, setting limits around the amount of time 
someone should spend in a hostel or for which they should receive a floating support 
service. The requirement placed on many mainstream homelessness services to provide a 
rapid and sustainable solution to individual homelessness can sometimes mean that 
support is withdrawn too quickly, or not enough allowance is made for specific individual 
needs. Mainstream services are also highly influenced by the context in which they operate. 
It is one thing to reintegrate a homeless or potentially homeless person into a local area 
that is socially cohesive, in which adequate and affordable housing is available and where 
there is suitable paid work. It becomes more difficult to attempt this when social cohesion 
is poor, housing is not adequate and paid work is not widely available
26
.  
Emmaus Communities are intended to offer what is essentially a unique solution to lone 
adult homelessness. The remainder of this report is concerned with exploring how far the 
Emmaus approach might be extended to working with groups of people who are less likely 
than lone men to become Companions and whether consideration should be given to 
changing the scope of support provided by Emmaus Communities.  
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3 Awareness of Emmaus among homeless people  
Introduction  
This chapter explores the level of knowledge among homeless people about Emmaus. The 
attitudes of homeless people who had no direct experience of living in an Emmaus 
Community towards the possibility of becoming a Companion are also examined. The 
chapter then considers the implications of the findings for the operation of Emmaus 
Communities.  
Knowledge of Emmaus Communities among homeless people  
Awareness of Emmaus Communities  
Total ignorance of Emmaus was unusual among the homeless people interviewed for this 
research. Some caution may be advisable in interpreting this finding as fieldwork took place 
in homelessness services that were within three or four miles of the local Emmaus 
Community. Each homelessness service visited also made at least occasional referrals to 
the local Emmaus Community and in one instance to several Emmaus Communities in 
different parts of the UK.  
However, the fieldwork did suggest that a clear understanding of Emmaus was not 
widespread. The majority of respondents had partial, vague and sometimes inaccurate 
images of Emmaus.  
I know that they are a group that live in communities that try to be self 
sufficient. Doing up second hand furnituƌĞ ?ƚŚĂƚƐŽƌƚŽĨƐƚƵĨĨ ?/ƚ ?ƐƌĞůŝŐŝŽƵƐďĂƐĞĚ ?
partly I think, not hundred percent sure. Homeless Person.  
A Christian charity that was set up to help homeless people with issues, first and 
foremost housing but also with a working background, so you can go and work 
in one of their coffee shops, charity shops. It was set up, the idea, it was set up 
because there were too many on the streets who surveys suggested would be 
able to give up the drink if they had an occupation, so Emmaus was set up as a 
background to that. Homeless Person.  
They help you house you, house yourself, you live with them a certain time and 
then you go through another step I suppose to be re-housed, but you can still 
stay and do voluntary work with the organisation and then move on to get into 
work. Homeless Person.  
20 
Though the numbers involved were small, the homeless people who did have a clearer 
understanding of Emmaus tended to be those who had been told about it by a worker or 
someone who had been a Companion. In one instance a homeless person had experienced 
a very brief stay as a Companion in a Community.  
/ŬŶŽǁŝƚ ?ƐĂŚƌŝƐƚŝĂŶĐŚĂƌŝƚǇŽŶƚŚĞŽƵƚƐŬŝƌƚƐŽĨƌŝŐŚƚŽŶ ?ƚŚĞǇŐŽƚĂĨƵƌŶŝƚƵƌĞ
shop... homeless people can move in there and have residence and work in the 
furniture shop as part of living there, so they can get back into working and 
making money and living somewhere. Homeless Person. 
These findings suggested that information dissemination about Emmaus Communities 
could have been stronger in the local areas in which they operated. In some senses, a 
limited awareness of what Emmaus might also function as a barrier to potential 
Companions approaching a Community. If the image that homeless people have of Emmaus 
was negative, then it might deter potential Companions from seeking to join a Community. 
This point is considered in more detail in the Recommendations to this report. 
Attractive aspects of Emmaus Communities  
The homeless people were always asked what they knew about Emmaus as the first stage 
of the interview. When people were unaware or had an unclear picture of what Emmaus 
was, the researcher then gave a brief, neutral, explanation of the operation of a 
Community and asked the homeless person whether or not they would consider moving 
into a Community. The fieldwork with homeless people showed that the structure and 
purpose and the support offered by Emmaus Communities were potentially attractive to 
homeless people.  
Structure and purpose  
A number of homeless people were attracted by what they saw as the structure and 
activity offered by Emmaus. A day organised around volunteer work, giving them 
something to do and a purpose to each day was viewed positively, as was the chance to be 
doing something that gave them current work experience. This was seen as counteracting 
the boredom and lack of purpose in their current lives and in a few cases as providing 
alternatives to drug and alcohol use as a way of coping with having nothing to do. A few 
homeless people who viewed these aspects of life in the Community as potentially positive 
asked the researcher for details of how to apply for a place in a Community.  
As fieldwork took place in homelessness services with existing referral mechanisms to 
Emmaus, the researcher was able to explain how they could start the process of seeking a 
place as a Companion.  
21 
 ? ? ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞĂƚƚŚĞŵŽŵĞŶƚ/ ?ŵĚƌŝŶŬŝŶŐƋƵŝƚĞĂůŽƚ ?ĂŶĚ/ ?ĚůŝŬĞƚŽŚĂǀĞ
ƐŽŵĞǁŚĞƌĞǁŚĞƌĞ/ĐŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚĚŽƚŚĂƚ ? If I only had £40 a week and was occupied 
ĂůůƚŚĞƚŝŵĞ ? ? ?/ ?ĚƉƌŽďĂďůǇĂƐŬƚŚĞŵƚŽŬĞĞƉŵŽŶĞǇĂŶĚŐŝǀĞƚŽŵĞŽŶůǇŝĨ/ŚĂĚĂ
ǀĂůŝĚƌĞĂƐŽŶ ? ? ?/ ?ĚůŝŬĞƚŚĞŝĚĞĂŽĨƚŚĞƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƚŽďƌĞĂŬĐĞƌƚĂŝŶŚĂďŝƚƐŝŶŵǇůŝĨĞ ?
some sort of routine, get off benefits. Homeless Person.  
The one homeless person who had experienced a very brief stay at an Emmaus summarised 
what they saw as the difference between Emmaus and the mainstream homelessness 
services that they had experienced.  
So if you compare it to the shelter, getting chucked out in the morning, the 
support network sort of stops and then it starts again at seven at night, then 
ǇŽƵ ?ƌĞĐŚƵcked out in the morning. Ƶƚŝƚ ?ƐƐŽĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞůǇĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚƵƉƚŚĞƌĞ ?
ǇŽƵ ?ǀĞŐŽƚƚŚĞǁŽƌŬƚŚŝŶŐ ?ŝƚ ?ƐůŝŬĞĂƚǁŽǁĂǇĂƌƌĂŶŐĞŵĞŶƚ ?dŚĞƐƚĂďŝůŝƚǇǁĂƐ
ĞǆĐĞůůĞŶƚ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞƐĞŶƐĞŽĨĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇĂƐǁĞůů ?/ŵĞĂŶ/ ?ǀĞůŝǀĞĚŝŶĂůŽƚŽĨƐŚĂƌĞĚ
ŚŽƵƐĞƐĂŶĚŚŽƐƚĞůƐ ?ďƵƚ/ ?ve never had that kind of sense of community, people 
cooking for each other, helping each other out... 
The prospect of work  
The nature of the work on offer, arrangements surrounding benefits and allowance levels 
were described to homeless people. It was explained that day to day living costs, including 
accommodation costs; food and toiletries were all met by the Community. The chance to 
participate in volunteer work in the specific form offered by Emmaus Communities, was 
viewed positively by many of the homeless people who were talked to. Some homeless 
people placed particular emphasis on being able to demonstrate recent work experience to 
a potential employer.  
 ? ? ?ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞŐŝǀŝŶŐǇŽƵĂǁĂŐĞ ?ƚŚĞǇĂƌĞŐŝǀŝŶŐǇŽƵƚŚĞĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ? ? ?ƚŽƚĂŬĞĂǁĂǇ ?
to future employment. Homeless Person.  
/ƚ ?ƐƚŚĞƉĞŽƉůĞƚŚĂƚǁĂŶƚƚŽǁŽƌŬ ?ǁĂŶƚƚŽƚƌǇƚŽĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐĂŐĂŝŶ ?ƚŚĂƚ
/ƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĞƐĞƐŽƌƚŽĨĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ?ŵŵĂƵƐ ?ƚƌǇƚŽŚĞůƉ ?&ƌŽŵǁŚĂƚ/ ?ǀĞŚĞĂƌĚ
ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƉĞŽƉůĞ ? ? ?ƉĞŽƉůĞƐĂǇŝƚ ?ƐĂƐƚĞƉƉŝŶŐƐƚŽŶĞ ?ƚŽŚĞůƉǇŽƵŐĞƚƚŽǁhatever 
you want to do, some people go there for years, others are only there for a 
ŵŽŶƚŚ ?ŝƚ ?ƐĂƐƚĞƉƉŝŶŐƐƚŽŶĞ ?/ ?ŵƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐŝƚ ?ƐƚŚĞĨŝƌƐƚƐƚĞƉŽŶƚŚĞůĂĚĚĞƌ ?
Homeless Person.  
/ǁĂŶƚƚŽŐĞƚŝŶƚŽĂƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶǁŚĞƌĞ/ ?ŵŐĞƚƚŝŶŐďĂĐŬŝŶƚŽƚŚĞƐǇƐƚĞŵŽŶƚŚĞ 
working front...At the end of the day I need to be in an environment where they 
ĂƌĞƉƵƐŚŝŶŐǇŽƵ ?ŚĞůƉǇŽƵ ?ĞǀĞŶŝĨǇŽƵ ?ǀĞŐŽƚĂŐĂƉ ? ? ?Homeless Person 
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Community life  
The idea of community life and Solidarity within an Emmaus Community was something 
that a few homeless people found difficult to understand. The differences between an 
Emmaus Community and what they were used to in terms of how mainstream services 
operated, were sufficient to mean that it was hard to relate the operation of an Emmaus 
Community to their lived experience. While a few homeless people thought the idea of a 
community that supported itself and which also reached out to help the wider society of 
ǁŚŝĐŚŝƚǁĂƐĂƉĂƌƚǁĂƐĂƚƚƌĂĐƚŝǀĞ ?ŵĂŶǇĨŽƵŶĚƚŚĞĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƋƵŝƚĞĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚĂŶĚƌĂƚŚĞƌ ‘ĂůŝĞŶ ? ?
/ŶƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ ?ǁŚĞŶ “ŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ?ǁĂƐƚĂůŬĞĚĂďŽƵƚ ?ŝƚǁĂƐĂƐ ƵŵĞĚďǇŵĂŶǇŚŽŵĞůĞƐƐ
people that this meant an Emmaus Community was surveillant, i.e. a place in which their 
behaviour would be highly monitored and controlled. This point is returned to in more 
detail the discussion of barriers to approaching Emmaus in the next section of the Chapter.  
This finding suggested that the concepts of Community and Solidarity might be the areas in 
which the explanation of what Emmaus is needs to be concentrated. There may be cultural 
factors that are significant here, related to the relative individualism of UK society 
compared to some of mainland Europe, though this is not something the research was able 
to explore in detail.  
Barriers to approaching Emmaus Communities  
Fieldwork with homeless people indicated three main sets of barriers to homeless people 
approaching Emmaus Communities. These centred on misperceptions of how Emmaus 
Communities operated, attitudes towards communal living and attitudes to work.  
Misperceptions as a barrier 
The fieldwork identified two misperceptions of Emmaus Communities among some 
homeless people. The first misperception was that Emmaus Communities were Christian 
organisations when this was not in fact the case. The second misperception was that 
Emmaus Communities all had a zero tolerance towards drug and alcohol use, i.e. any single 
use of drugs or alcohol would result in immediate eviction.  
The language used by some homeless people in relation to what they believed was an 
emphasis on religious conversion in Emmaus Communities was sometimes extreme. The 
authors judge it worthwhile to repeat the terms used here in order to convey the level of 
ŵŝƐƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚǁĂƐƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ ?dĞƌŵƐƐƵĐŚĂƐ ‘Ƶůƚ ? ? ‘ŝďůĞƚŚƵŵƉĞƌƐ ? ?  ‘ǀĂŶŐĞůŝĐĂů ?ĂŶĚ 
 ‘&ƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂůŝƐƚ ?ǁĞƌĞƵƐĞĚ ?dŚŽƐĞǁŚŽŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚƚŚĞŵŝƐƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚŵŵĂƵƐǁŽƵůĚ
ƚƌǇƚŽ ‘ĐŽŶǀĞƌƚ ?ƚŚĞŵƚŽŚƌŝƐƚŝĂŶŝƚǇŝĨƚŚĞǇŵŽǀĞĚŝŶƚŽĂŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇĚŝĚŶŽƚǁĂŶƚƚŽ
consider moving to Emmaus because of that misperception.  
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dŚĞŽŶůǇƚŚŝŶŐ/ ?ŵĂůŝƚƚůĞĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚĂďŽƵƚŝƐƚŚĂƚ/ ?ŵŶŽƚƌĞĂůůǇƌĞůŝŐŝŽƵƐ ?/ ?ŵŶŽƚ
a religious person and a lot of this is run through religion and other things, that 
ǁŽƵůĚďĞƚŚĞŽŶůǇƚŚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚǁŽƵůĚƐůŝŐŚƚůǇĐŽŶĐĞƌŶŵĞ ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ/ĚŽŶ ?ƚǁĂŶƚ
someone thinking they can try and teaĐŚŵĞƚŚĞǁĂǇƐŽĨǁŚĂƚĞǀĞƌ ? ? ?/ĚŽŶ ?ƚǁĂŶƚ
people preaching to me about things. Homeless Person.  
One deterrent to moving to an Emmaus Community for some homeless people was 
therefore based on a false idea of what an Emmaus Community was. Some homeless 
people thought of Emmaus in the UK as some sort of Evangelical Christian movement, 
whereas it was in fact entirely composed of secular Communities.  
A few homeless people mentioned having heard that Emmaus was actively promoting 
Christianity but then went on to say that this was actually inaccurate. Most of this group 
had either seen information on Emmaus Communities or talked to people who had spent 
time as Companions and learned that Emmaus was not actually religious.  
A few homeless people believed that any evidence of drug or alcohol use would lead to 
instant  “eviction ? from an Emmaus Community. This was again an incorrect picture and did 
not reflect what the practice was within Communities.  
As noted in Chapter 2, while Emmaus Communities do not allow illegal drug use, they do 
allow Companions to drink off site on the basis that when they return to the Community 
they go to their rooms. In practice, a Companion caught using drugs or drinking on site 
would often be given a warning and offered support, rather than instantly being asked to 
leave
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 (see Chapter 4). In addition, while a Companion might be asked to leave a 
ŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇďĞĐĂƵƐĞŽĨĚƌƵŐŽƌĂůĐŽŚŽůƵƐĞŽŶƐŝƚĞ ?ƚŚŝƐǁĂƐŶŽƚĞƋƵŝǀĂůĞŶƚƚŽĂŶ ‘ĞǀŝĐƚŝŽŶ ? ?
there was always the possibility that they would be allowed to return.  
The misperception that Emmaus Communities had zero tolerance of drug and alcohol use 
acted as a deterrent to approaching an Emmaus Community in two ways. First, the few 
homeless people who thought that there was  “zero tolerance ? were apprehensive that one 
slip or mistake would mean instant  “eviction ?ĂŶĚ that there would be no second chance. 
Second, homeless people who were drinking alcohol presumed that they would not be 
allowed any alcohol consumption whatsoever, including drinking off site. Both these images 
of how Emmaus communities responded to drugs and alcohol were incorrect. The 
homeless people interviewed for the research may have been used to homelessness 
services that operated with zero-tolerance policies and may have simply assumed Emmaus 
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 Repeated drug and alcohol use and/or supplying other Companions with drugs or alcohol would however 
lead to a Companion being evicted.  
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worked on the same basis, but it is not possible to be certain if this was where the false 
ŝŵĂŐĞŽĨŵŵĂƵƐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐĂƐ ‘ǌĞƌŽƚŽůĞƌĂŶĐĞ ?ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƐĐĂŵĞĨƌŽŵ ? 
I was never offered the opportunity to go to Emmaus. But if I was offered the 
oppŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇ/ƉƌŽďĂďůǇǁŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚŚĂǀĞŐŽŶĞ ?tŚĂƚƐƵŝƚƐƐŽŵĞƉĞŽƉůĞĚŽĞƐŶŽƚ
suit other people. And I would not have gone purely because I did not think I was 
ƌĞĂĚǇƚŽƐƚŽƉĚƌŝŶŬŝŶŐĂŶĚƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞŐŽƚĂƉŚŝůŽƐŽƉŚǇŽĨǌĞƌŽƚŽůĞƌĂŶĐĞ ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐ
fair enough. All I wanƚĞĚǁĂƐĂƌŽŽĨŽǀĞƌŵǇŚĞĂĚ ?ĂŶĚ/ĚŝĚŶ ?ƚǁĂŶƚƚŽƐƚŽƉĂŶĚ
/ǁĂƐŶ ?ƚŐŽŝŶŐƚŽƐƚŽƉ ?Homeless Person. 
Drugs and alcohol  
A very small number of homeless people spoke openly about problematic drinking and 
illegal drug use and said that they would not be able to stop. This acted as a barrier to 
ŵŵĂƵƐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐĨŽƌƚŚŝƐŐƌŽƵƉ ?ǁŚŽǁŽƵůĚŽŶůǇĂƚƚĞŶĚůŽǁƚŚƌĞƐŚŽůĚĂŶĚ ‘ǁĞƚ ?
services that allowed them to drink alcohol continuously if they wished to do so. No 
homelessness service based on a fixed site would tolerate use of illegal drugs on its 
premises, but homeless people who had problematic drug use could leave the sites of these 
services to take drugs. One respondent who had stayed in an Emmaus Community briefly as 
a Companion and had, eventually, been evicted for sustained heroin use regarded the 
challenges they faced in overcoming their addiction as a significant barrier to re-joining a 
Community.  
Concerns about living in a Community  
Two aspects of living communally were disincentives to joining Emmaus for some homeless 
people. The first was that a Community was seen as an environment in which too many 
expectations and formal and informal rules would be placed on an individual. A few 
homeless people talked about a feeling that becoming a Companion would mean accepting 
a level of control over their lives that they did not want to have. It was not necessarily the 
case that these homeless people thought Emmaus Communities would be highly regulated 
places in which to live, instead it was a resistance to living in any environment in which 
specific expectations would be placed on them.  
 ? ? ?ǇĞĂŚ/ĚŽŶ ?ƚŬŶŽǁǁŚĞƚŚĞƌŝƚǁŽƵůĚďĞŵǇƚŚŝŶŐ ?/ŵĞĂŶƚŚĞǁŚŽůĞŬŝŶĚŽĨ
ƚǁĞŶƚǇŽĚĚƉĞŽƉůĞǁŽƌŬŝŶŐƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ?/ ?ĚƉƌŽďĂďůǇƐƚƌƵŐŐůĞǁŝƚŚĂďŝƚ ?/ƚŚŝŶŬ/ ?ŵ
more freer than that in all fairness. The whole structure of it and that. I mean I 
ĐĂŶƐĞĞƚŚĞŐŽŽĚ ?/ĐĂŶƐĞĞďŽƚŚƐŝĚĞƐŽĨŝƚ ?ďƵƚ/ ?ĚƉƌŽďĂďůǇƌĞƐŝƐƚ ?ǁĂŶƚƚŽŐŽ
my own way. Homeless Person.  
/ůŝŬĞƚŽŚĂǀĞĐŽŶƚƌŽů ? ? ?/ĚŽŶ ?ƚƚŚŝŶŬĂĐŽŶƚƌŽůůĞĚĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚǁŽƵůĚƐƵŝƚŵĞ
much. I find it too intense probably...I need to find work and go into a house 
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share, probably. ŵŵĂƵƐƐŽƵŶĚƐĂŐŽŽĚŝĚĞĂ ?ďƵƚĚŽŶ ?ƚ/ƚŚŝŶŬĨŽƌŵĞ ?/ ?ĚĨŝŶĚŝƚ
too controlling. Homeless Person.  
The idea of living and working in a Community, even in a context where their own rooms 
were available to them, did not appeal to some homeless people. Here the issues could 
range from not feeling comfortable in groups of people through to a concern that it would 
be difficult to live alongside people with whom one did not get along and hard to get away 
from arguments. There were also some concerns about what was seen as the potential for 
bullying to occur in a communal living situation, even in a situation where a community was 
subject to rules and regulations about mistreatment of other people.  
/ƚ ?ƐĞĂƐǇƚŽĨĂůůŽƵƚǁŝƚŚƉĞŽƉůĞŝĨǇŽƵůŝǀĞǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŵƚŚŽƵŐŚ ?ƚŚĂƚ ?ƐŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞ
problems with community living...sometimes it can go on for days, 
disagreements, and it just ruins everything. Homeless Person.  
In reality, I kind of think, although everybody is supposed to respect each other, 
ŝƚ ?ƐƐŽĞĂƐǇƚŽŬŝŶĚŽĨƉŝĐŬƵƉŽŶǁŚĂƚƉĞŽƉůĞĂĐƚƵĂůůǇĨĞĞů ?ŶĚŝƚĚŽĞƐŶŽƚŚĂǀĞ
to be spoken, and people get away with a lot that way. On the surface it sounds 
ideal, but I know it does not work that way, and I know the stress would be too 
much for me...it can be subtle it can be so subtle, it would not be anything you 
would be able to complain about. Homeless Person. 
Again, some of these concerns were not based on knowing what living in a Community was 
actually like, they were instead based on presumptions about human nature, about how a 
Community would operate and on personal experience. In other cases, concerns centred on 
ŚŽŵĞůĞƐƐƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐĚŝƐůŝŬĞŽĨŚĂǀŝŶŐĞǆƉĞĐƚĂƚŝŽŶƐƉůĂĐĞĚƵƉŽŶƚŚĞŵŽƌa disinclination 
towards sharing their home with others.  
Other potential barriers  
Few other barriers to approaching Emmaus were mentioned by the homeless people who 
took part in the research. For a small number of individuals there were concerns that their 
limiting illnesses or disabilities would mean that they could only do a limited amount of 
work in a Community and they wondered whether they would be able to make a sufficient 
contribution to be considered as a potential Companion.  
/ĚŽŶ ?ƚŬŶŽǁĂďŽƵƚŶŽǁ, because I have a chronic illness, it all depends on what 
ƐŽƌƚŽĨǁŽƌŬǇŽƵ ?ƌĞƐƵƉƉŽƐĞĚƚŽĚŽ ? Homeless Person. 
Signing off all benefits other than Housing Benefit did not appear to be a deterrent to 
joining a Community for most of the homeless people. However, as levels of knowledge of 
Emmaus were low, i.e. they were unaware that joining a Community meant no longer 
claiming benefits, most of the homeless people had listened to a brief explanation of how 
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Emmaus operated at the point they were asked about signing off benefits. The homeless 
ƉĞŽƉůĞƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞŬŶĞǁƚŚĂƚ ? ? ?ŽƌƐŽƚŚĞǇƌĞĐĞŝǀĞĚĨŽƌĂǁĞĞŬ ?Ɛvolunteer work was in 
addition to their being provided with accommodation for which all costs were met and with 
food. Only a very few homeless people had any concerns about signing off most benefits 
and those were people who received relatively higher payments because they had a long 
term limiting illness or disability.  
27 
4 Living as a Companion  
Introduction  
This chapter looks at the experience of being a Companion and the day to day life in 
Emmaus Communities. The focus is on understanding what factors are important to 
someone living successfully as a Companion and whether there are important lessons for 
understanding the new directions in which Emmaus might grow. The chapter begins with 
briefly exploring the routes by which Companions moved into their Community, discusses 
their views on what was significant to bear in mind when living as a Companion and then 
looks at questions surrounding the balance between support and social enterprise that are 
inherent to the Emmaus approach.  
The research adopted the approach of talking to established Companions who had been 
part of Communities for some time and those who had been Companions for three months 
or less. The intention was to explore whether some people were more likely to want and 
need more sustained stays in a Community as a Companion and why some people 
sometimes found it difficult to remain in a Community for long periods or were simply 
ready to move on after a fairly short period of time. 
Pathways to Emmaus  
Learning about Emmaus 
The Companions often reported that they had little or no knowledge about Emmaus prior 
to approaching or being referred to a Community. The process of becoming a Companion 
could be dependent on luck and chance and the referral routes were often not very formal. 
Word of mouth was important. Many Companions had heard about Emmaus because 
someone they met had told them about it and, liking what they heard, the Companion had 
sought more information. Sometimes the source of the original information was another 
homeless person, sometimes it was a passerby who knew about Emmaus because they 
were a customer of the local Emmaus shop.  
/ŚĂĚŶ ?ƚĂĐƚƵĂůůǇŚĞĂƌĚĂďŽƵƚŵŵĂƵƐ ? I was sleeping rough over a park, about 
six, seven months, but there was a local woman who walked her dog pretty 
much every day. Always said Hello. One day she stopped and chatted to me 
ƉƌŽƉĞƌůǇĂŶĚƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĞĚŵŵĂƵƐĂŶĚ/ ?ǀĞŶŽƚůŽŽŬĞĚďĂĐŬƐŝŶĐĞ ? I still see 
her when she comes into the shop. Companion.  
I was sleeping rough in Hyde Park and a Police officer referred me to a 
daycentre and the daycentre made the referral to Emmaus. Companion. 
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/ŚĞĂƌĚĂďŽƵƚŝƚ ‘ĐŽƐ/ ?ǀĞŐŽƚĂŵĂƚĞǁŚŽůŝǀĞƐŚĞƌĞ ? Companion. 
I first found out about Emmaus because I was a customer of theirs, used to have 
a look around the shop, found out what they were about. Companion. 
The other main route by which Companions had heard about Emmaus was through 
mainstream services that had referral arrangements with one or more Emmaus 
Communities. When Companions had come through this route, the transition from the 
homelessness service to Emmaus had quite often been a very rapid one. Several 
Companions talked about being referred to Emmaus by a mainstream homelessness 
service, being interviewed by someone from the local Community (or over the telephone 
when the Community was some distance away) and moving in a day or two after they first 
heard about Emmaus. Referrals from Probation and/or support services for people leaving 
prison were also a fairly common route through which Companions had been referred to 
Emmaus.  
Self referral to an Emmaus Community appeared to be unusual, but it was not unheard of. 
A few Companions had actively looked for assistance when they became homeless, had 
found out about Emmaus for themselves and approached a Community for help.  
I found myself homeless, I found it on the Internet, thinking where am I going to 
sleep tonight, and then I found it on the Internet. Sent an email to [community 
leader] and it went from there. Companion.  
The attractions of Emmaus  
As noted above, there were some Companions who had been very quickly accepted by a 
Community within a day or two of first hearing about Emmaus. This group had relatively 
little time to think, as although the requirements and advantages of living in a Community 
had been explained to them as a part of their Communities assessment processes, they had 
moved in more or less straight away.  
For those Companions for whom the process of moving into a Community had taken 
slightly longer a number of factors had been attractive. In no particular order, the most 
frequently mentioned attractors were: 
x The comprehensiveness of support and services offered.  
x Quality of the accommodation and environment. 
x A situation in which there was shared understanding from people who had similar 
experiences. 
x The chance to do volunteer work. 
x The Emmaus ethos.  
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For some Companions the range of support and facilities on offer in their Community were 
extensive. There were few aspects of their lives and needs, from their perspective, that the 
Community did not support. tŚĂƚǁĂƐŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ ‘ƉĂĐŬĂŐĞ ?ƚŚĂƚŵŵĂƵƐŽĨĨĞƌĞĚ
included accommodation, food, social activity, support from onsite staffing, private rooms, 
amenities and volunteer work. Compared to many mainstream services for homeless 
people, the Emmaus Communities were quite often perceived as offering a lot more 
activity, support and facilities. 
zĞĂŚƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂůŽĂĚŽĨƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞĂƐƉĞĐƚƐ ?ůĞĂŶ ?ƚŝĚǇ ?ǇŽƵĚŽŶ ?ƚŚĂǀĞƚŽƉĂy bills, 
virtually everything is free, you have no responsibilities in that respect...you 
meet nice people. Companion.  
The whole fact of being able to work and have your own money and having 
somewhere to stay, all in the same place. Companion. 
/ƚ ?ƐůŝŬĞƚhey are paying me rent, me gas, me council tax and they take it out for 
ŵĞĂŶĚƚŚĞŶŐŝǀĞǁŚĂƚŝƐůĞĨƚ ?ǁŚŝĐŚ/ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚǁĂƐƉƌĞƚƚǇŐŽŽĚ ?Companion. 
Shared understanding and an environment that was not judgemental was important to why 
some Companions had wanted to move into a Community. Some felt that Emmaus would 
not regard them in a negative way, something that was important because they could view 
the wider environment (and some homelessness services) as having an unfriendly or even 
hostile attitude towards homeless people.  
The fact that there was staff to support you, the other Companions, people in 
ƚŚĞƐĂŵĞďŽĂƚĂƐǇŽƵƌƐĞůĨ ?ƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞĂůůďĞĞŶƚŚĞƌĞĂŶĚĚŽŶĞƚŚĂƚ ? The fact that it 
ǁĂƐŶŽƚĂŚŽƐƚĞů ?/ ?ǀĞďĞĞŶŝŶŚŽƐƚĞůƐĂŶĚ/ĚŽŶ ?ƚůŝŬĞŝƚ ?/ƚ ?ƐĂďŝƚĚŝĨĨĞƌent it did 
not seem like a homeless hostel. Companion.  
The opportunity to do volunteer work was also something that had attracted several 
Companions to Emmaus. The work was attractive for several reasons, including a need for 
structured activity  W any structured activity  W during the day, a wish to build up work 
experience that might lead to paid employment and, in a few cases, the sense of being in a 
Community to which one was contributing.  
To read through both the referral criteria and then the conditions of living here, 
ƚŚĞƌƵůĞƐĂŶĚƌĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?/ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ ‘ůŝŵĞǇ ?ƚŚŝƐŝƐƉƌĞƚƚǇŵƵĐŚǇŽƵŬŶŽǁǁŚĂƚĂ
working community should be. You get your bit of pocket money, you do your 
ĨŝǀĞĚĂǇƐĂǁĞĞŬ ?ǇŽƵŚĂǀĞǇŽƵƌŽǁŶƌŽŽŵ ? ?Companion.  
I thought, it sounds a good idea, because I mean [local homeless hostel] ?ŝƚ ?Ɛ
ŶŽƚƚŚĞƐĂŵĞƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞĂƐŝƚŝƐŚĞƌĞ ?,ĞƌĞ ?ǇŽƵĚŽŶ ?ƚũƵƐƚŐĞƚǇŽƵƌďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐĂŶĚ
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ƚŚĞŶďƵŵĂďŽƵƚĂůůĚĂǇ ?ŐŽŝŶŐŝŶƚŚĞůŝďƌĂƌǇ ?ĚƌŝŶŬŝŶŐ ?ƐŵŽŬŝŶŐ ?ŚĞƌĞǇŽƵ ?ǀĞŐŽƚ
ĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞĚƌŽƵƚŝŶĞ ?ƚŚĞǇĨŝŶĚƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐfor you do every day. Companion. 
dŚĂƚ/ ?ĚďĞǁŽƌŬŝŶŐĂŶĚŝƚǁŽƵůĚďĞŬĞĞƉŝŶŐŵǇŵŝŶĚŽĐĐƵƉŝĞĚďĂƐŝĐĂůůǇ ?
Companion. 
I thought it would be a good idea for myself because it would give me a bit of 
structure which is something that I need. Companion. 
/ĚŝĚŶ ?ƚ want to just go to a nightshelter and sign on, get benefits, get a bottle of 
ĚƌŝŶŬĂŶĚŐĞƚŝŶƚŽĚƌƵŐƐďĞĐĂƵƐĞŝƚ ?ƐƚŽŽĞĂƐǇŽƵƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐŽ/ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚŽĨŵŵĂƵƐ ?
I knew about them. Companion.  
The Emmaus ethos was attractive to Companions when they had been thinking about 
moving into Emmaus on two levels. First, when the ethos and operation of an Emmaus 
Community had first been explained to Companions, the prospect of living in a Community 
sometimes became more attractive because it became apparent to them that this was a 
secular environment. Second, some Companions had been attracted to Emmaus because it 
appealed to their own core beliefs. A Companion might therefore have been attracted to 
Emmaus because they held socialist or social democratic political views or because they 
perceived in Emmaus something that they thought reflected their own (generally Christian) 
ƌĞůŝŐŝŽƵƐďĞůŝĞĨƐ ?dŚŝƐĚŝĚŶŽƚŵĞĂŶƚŚĞŵŵĂƵƐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐƐĂǁƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐĂƐ ‘ŚƌŝƐƚŝĂŶ ?
ŽƌŝŶĚĞĞĚĂƐ ‘^ŽĐŝĂůŝƐƚ ? ?ĂƐƚŚĞǇǁĞƌĞŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚƚŽďĞďŽƚŚ secular and apolitical in operation, 
but the Communities sometimes attracted people who had particular political and religious 
standpoints.  
/ ?ǀĞĂůǁĂǇƐďĞĞŶƋƵŝƚĞƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůĂŶĚ/ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚŝƚǁĂƐŵŽƌĞůŝŬĞĂ ? ? ?ƐŽĐŝĞƚǇ ?ƌĂƚŚĞƌ
than an institution or a charity as such. The ideas about working as a 
community, for the community, providing not just for ourselves but the outside 
community. Companion. 
For other Companions, the secular nature of the Communities was attractive. This 
secularism was sometimes a surprise to Companions who valued being in an all-inclusive 
environment.  
When I first heard about Emmaus I thought it was a Bible bashing place, but it 
ƚƵƌŶĞĚŽƵƚŝƚǁĂƐŶ ?ƚ ?Companion.  
You contribute to Solidarity and the well-being of others. But at the same your 
core beliefs and values are not impinged upon in any way. So this appealed to 
me immediately. Companion.  
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It did grab me. I made my mind up there and then that I wanted to join. 
Companion. 
ZĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶůŝŬĞĂŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶǁŚĞƌĞǇŽƵ ?ƌĞũƵƐƚĂƚĞŶant in a room, 
ǇŽƵ ?ƌĞƐƵƉƉŽƐĞĚƚŽŵĞĂŶƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞŵ ?Companion.  
For a few Companions there had been little thought about what aspects of Emmaus may or 
may not have appealed to them prior to moving in. These individuals spoke frankly about 
being in a desperate situation and taking a referral to Emmaus because almost anything 
was likely to be better than what they were currently experiencing.  
The situation I was in, anything was an improvement. I moved in on a Tuesday 
and nothing better than to see my ŽǁŶƌŽŽŵ ?ŵǇŽǁŶďĞĚ ? ? ?ŝƚ ?ƐďƌŝůůŝĂŶƚ ?/ůŝŬĞ
ƚŚĞƉůĂĐĞ ?/ ?ůůĚŽĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐƚŚĞǇ ?ĚůŝŬĞŵĞƚŽĚŽŚĞƌĞ ? Companion. 
There was no expectation that an Emmaus Community could tolerate illegal drug use and 
all the Companions had accepted that joining a Community meant that they could not use 
illegal drugs on site. The capacity of Emmaus Communities to support someone with drug 
rehabilitation, for example allowing Companions to be on a Methadone script, was 
important to a small number of Companions.  
Doubts about joining Emmaus  
The doubts that Companions reported about Emmaus before they moved in were often 
very similar to those expressed by some of the homeless people interviewed for this 
research. It is again important to note that considerable numbers of the Companions 
interviewed for this research had little or no information about Emmaus before they were 
referred to or approached a Community and that many entered Communities very quickly, 
giving them relatively little time to think before they were into the process of moving in.  
A few Companions expressed what for them had been a concern that Emmaus was a highly 
religious organisation with a mission to convert people to Christianity. In all instances this 
concern was dispelled once they had more information about what Emmaus was.  
Someone said to me it might be a religious thing, obviously the name was from 
the Bible, that was a bit of a turn-off, but then I spoke to them on the phone and 
ƌĞĂůŝƐĞĚŝƚǁĂƐŶ ?ƚůŝŬĞƚŚĂƚ ? Companion.  
Concerns about strict rules governing alcohol consumption were an issue for a few 
Companions before moving in. These Companions wanted to be able to drink alcohol and 
go to a pub. The rule that allowed Companions to drink off site on the basis that they 
immediately went to their rooms when they returned to the Community was viewed 
positively by this group.  
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I was surprised by the leniency because you can go for a pint, as long as you 
ĚŽŶ ?ƚďƌŝŶŐĂůĐŽŚŽůŝŶƚŽƚŚĞŚŽƵƐĞĂŶĚǁŚĞŶǇŽƵŐĞƚŚŽŵĞǇŽƵŐŽƐƚƌĂŝŐŚƚƚŽ
ǇŽƵƌƌŽŽŵ ? ? ?/ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ/ ?ĚďĞďƌĞĂƚŚĂůǇƐĞĚĂŶĚƐŽŽŶ ? ƚŚĞƌĞ ?ĚďĞĂƐƚƌŝĐƚŶŽ
tolerance to alcohol or drugs. So to find you could go to the pub on a Saturday 
night, I was surprised at the leniency there. It seems to work quite well. 
Companion.  
A few Companions said they had had concerns about living communally. Here the concerns 
had again reflected those reported by some homeless people, i.e. that there would be the 
potential for disputes from which it was difficult to get away, that there would be restricted 
privacy and that there was the potential for bullying to occur in a group setting. 
Companions appeared to have been generally less apprehensive about living communally 
than was the case among the homeless people interviewed for this research (Chapter 3). 
One factor that may have been important in some cases was a reported familiarity with 
communal living, with a few Companions reporting histories that included being in the 
Army, prison and other communal settings.  
Concerns about loss of benefits and having a restricted income were a cause of hesitancy 
among a small number of Companions. In practice however, Companions reported that 
they had quickly realised that many of their living costs were borne by the Community. 
Alongside the accommodation, the availability of food tended to be reported as a reason 
why they had thought it would be possible to manage on the allowance for their work for 
the Emmaus Community.  
One other concern for some Companions had been a worry that an Emmaus Community 
would contain a high number of people presenting with the characteristics of chronically 
homeless people, i.e. problematic drug and alcohol use, severe mental illness and 
sometimes challenging and chaotic behaviour
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. These concerns had tended to cease once 
they actually moved into a Community.  
 I was ƉůĞĂƐĂŶƚůǇƐƵƌƉƌŝƐĞĚ ?ƚŚŝƐƉůĂĐĞǁĂƐĂŶĞǇĞ-opener to me when I came in, 
/ĚŝĚŶ ?ƚĞǆƉĞĐƚĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐůŝŬĞƚŚŝƐ ?/ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚŝƚǁŽƵůĚďĞĂŶƚŝ-ƐŽĐŝĂůƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ďƵƚŝƚ ?Ɛ
nothing like that really it seems a very close knit community. Everyone gets on 
with everybody, eǀĞƌǇďŽĚǇĨŝƚƐŝŶ ?ƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂƐǇƐƚĞŵĂŶĚĂƌŽƵƚŝŶĞĂŶĚŝƚĂůůƌƵŶƐ
ůŝŬĞĐůŽĐŬǁŽƌŬĂŶĚŝƚ ?ƐĂƌĞĂůůǇŶŝĐĞƉůĂĐĞ ?Companion. 
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Life as a Companion  
Benefits  
/ƚ ?ƐůŽǀĞůǇƚŽƐĞĞŚŽǁƉĞŽƉůĞĞǀŽůǀĞŽǀĞƌƚŚĞǁĞĞŬƐ ?ǇŽƵŬŶŽǁ ? Some of them 
ĂƌĞŶ ?ƚŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞǁŽƌŬƐŝĚĞŽĨŝƚ ?ďƵƚƚŚĂƚ ?ƐŽŶĞŝŶĨŝĨƚǇ ?/ŵĞĂŶƚŽƐĞĞƚŚĞ
others, their self esteem grow as they get more responsibility with different 
jobs...it gets people back on the level, ready to move on. Companion.  
Established Companions who had been part of a Community for at least several months 
tended to have generally very positive attitudes towards their Community and what it 
could offer. These Companions saw Emmaus as bolstering self confidence, developing 
social skills and the capacity to work with others and returning people, who had sometimes 
been socially marginalised and alienated, to a situation in which they could trust and form 
relationships with others. Considerable emphasis was placed on Emmaus as an 
environment that had positively transformed both the lives of the Companions who had 
been in the Community for some time and also as positively changing the lives of those 
around them.  
/ƚŝŵƉƌŽǀĞƐƉĞŽƉůĞ ?Ɛ ůŝǀĞƐǁŚŽĐŽŵĞŚĞƌĞ ?/ ?ǀĞƐĞĞŶƉĞŽƉůĞĐŽŵĞŚĞƌĞǁŚŽŚĂǀĞ
been a mess when they arrive and who have got back on their feet and become 
stable again. Companion.  
The established Companions were people who had become convinced of the validity and 
effectiveness of the Emmaus approach and who had often become advocates of the 
Emmaus approach. It was not uncommon for established Companions to suggest that 
Emmaus should be more widely publicised or to recommend that the Emmaus model be 
expanded and extended.  
I was out, almost for three months, sleeping rough, I mean my Mum and Dad 
had to come out and find me and was staying with them, but this place 
[Emmaus] has sorted me out well and truly. I used to be addicted on drugs, I got 
banned from football, I got quite a few charges against my name, got a 
suspended sentence...but this place has settled me down completelǇ ?/ ?ŵŚĂƉƉǇ
here, been a lesson to me this. Companion.  
Mutual support within the Community was seen as important by many established 
Companions and also by some more recently arrived Companions. The use of the word 
 ‘ĨĂŵŝůǇ ?ƚŽĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚǁĂs quite common among this group of Companions. 
A sense of toleration, being cared about and supported was quite widely reported. 
Alongside being part of a Community, some established Companions also appreciated living 
in a situation in which they could exercise choice and control, i.e. the Community was there 
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and they were happy to contribute, but the Community did not place too many demands 
on them. 
It feels like a family to me now. Feel like part of a big unit. We work together to 
make the community run, ďĞĐĂƵƐĞŝĨǁĞĚŝĚŶ ?ƚǁŽƌŬƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌƚŚĞĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ
would not be here would it? Companion.  
If I want to sit down and have a laugh with some of the boys, they are there, but 
ŝĨǇŽƵǁĂŶƚƐŽŵĞŵĞƚŝŵĞ ?ǇŽƵĐĂŶũƵƐƚƐĂǇ ‘ƐĞĞǇŽƵƚŽŵŽƌƌŽǁůĂĚƐ ?ĂŶĚŐŽĨŽƌĂ
walk or go to your room, you have your own personal space. /ƚ ?ƐƚŚĞďĞƐƚŽĨďŽƚŚ
worlds because we do a lot of activities together. Great camaraderie here. 
Companion.  
ŶĚŝƚ ?ƐĂůƐŽ ?ŝŶĂǁĂǇ/ƐƵƉƉŽƐĞ ?ŝƚĐŽƵůĚƚƵƌŶŽƵƚƚŽďĞĂƐƚĞƉƉŝŶŐƐƚŽŶĞ ?ŶŽǁ/ ?ůů
try get back on my feet and get my life back in order, back on track, you know, 
ŶŽǁ/ ?ǀĞŐŽƚĂďĂƐĞƚŽǁŽƌŬĨƌŽŵ ?ĂƉůĂĐĞƚŚĂƚ/ĐĂŶĐĂůůŚŽŵĞ ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞŝƚĚŽĞƐ
feel like a home, it feels like an extended family. Companion.  
Nothing put me off. People that was here before me, they made you at home 
they make you feel welcome, all happy, a happy atmosphere to be in. 
Companion.  
dŚĞƐĞŶƐĞŽĨ ‘ĨĂŵŝůǇ ?ĂŶĚŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇǁĂƐůŝŶŬĞĚďǇƐŽŵĞĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚŽŵƉĂŶŝŽŶƐƚŽƚŚĞ
ĐŽƌĞŝĚĞĂŽĨ ‘^ŽůŝĚĂƌŝƚǇ ?ƚŚĂƚƵŶĚĞƌƉŝŶŶĞĚƚŚĞŽƌŝŐinal development of the Emmaus 
Movement (see Chapter 2). Established Companions were quite often directly involved in 
Solidarity work within the surrounding area, supporting local charities through fund raising 
and also making direct contributions through volunteering. In one area, Companions had 
raised significant funding for a local hospital and were also providing direct support to 
homeless people using a local night-shelter. A number of the established Companions had 
taken part in international Solidarity work or were planning to do so.  
I find that what the Movement [Emmaus] does has some meaning, has some 
relevance, I can see it serves a purpose, a social function as opposed to some of 
the work I had in the past. Companion.  
The quality of life within Emmaus Communities was generally praised, by both established 
Companions and those who had arrived more recently. The quality of the food was, almost 
without exception, regarded very positively and the accommodation that Companions had 
was also usually described as good.  
DǇƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚŽĨůŝǀŝŶŐŝƐĂĐƚƵĂůůǇƋƵŝƚĞŐŽŽĚŚĞƌĞ ?ǇŽƵŬŶŽǁƚŚĞůŝĨĞƐƚǇůĞƚŚĂƚ/
lead. There are plenty of positives. Companion.  
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For some Companions the work was viewed very positively. The chance to work across 
several aspects of the core and other social enterprises/businesses in which their 
Community was involved was also seen as adding to experience that could be used to 
secure a job when they left a Community. Established Companions were, understandably, 
more likely to be in positions of relative trust and responsibility and many reported a sense 
of pride and achievement in being given this kind of role. 
Being trusted with keys and bits of things like that, I mean being in charge of 
ĨŽŽĚ ?ǇŽƵĚŽŚĂǀĞƋƵŝƚĞĂďŝƚŽĨƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ?ĐŽŽŬŝŶŐĨŽƌ 40 people. Before I 
got here I had trouble cooking for myself. Companion. 
The opportunities to train and acquire new skills, ranging from PAT testing of donated 
electrical items through to catering, driving and furniture restoration, as well as the chance 
to engage with literacy and numeracy courses if they were needed, were almost always 
viewed positively. Alongside gathering direct work experience, both established and more 
recently arrived Companions tended to view the training as increasing their chances of 
securing work outside the Community.  
Moving on from the Communities was something that established and other Companions 
tended to report was facilitated by their Community. One Community possessed a small 
number of move-on rental properties that allowed Companions to move out over two 
stages. Communities offered to furnish flats, drawing on their furniture stores, when 
Companions moved on. Established Companions generally valued the fact that they did not 
feel pressurised to move on from Emmaus until they were ready.  
In a very small number of cases, Companions reported that they did not want to leave their 
Emmaus Community or to move only to other Communities, not to exit from the Emmaus 
Movement. These Companions also expressed a wish to eventually become a staff member 
in their Community or another Community. Several of the Communities visited for this 
research had staff members who had originally been Companions.  
Negative aspects  
Companions reported some negatives that could arise as a part of Community life. These 
issues were not reported by a majority of Companions and those individuals who saw life in 
a Community in more negative than positive terms were the exception.  
There were concerns that sometimes Emmaus Communities took in people who were not 
well suited to living as a Companion. Sometimes difficulties in living and working alongside 
others in a Community were associated by Companions with younger men. In particular, 
some established Companions viewed young men as more likely to be disinclined to work, 
less likely to treat others with respect, to break the rules within a Community and be 
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dismissive of the Emmaus ethos. There could be concerns that the presence of a group of 
ƐƵĐŚ ‘ǇŽƵŶŐŵĞŶ ?ĐŽƵůĚĐĂƵƐĞĚŝƐƌƵƉƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƵŶĚĞƌŵŝŶĞƚŚĞĐŽŚĞƐŝŽn of a Community.  
I very often find that the younger ones are just not on our wavelength. I feel 
ƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶŐĂƉ ?ŝƚ ?ƐƚŽĚŽǁŝƚŚǁŽƌŬĞƚŚŽƐ ?Companion. 
^ŽŵĞƉĞŽƉůĞũƵƐƚĚŽŶ ?ƚŚĂǀĞƚŚĞƌĞƐƉĞĐƚ ?ǇŽƵĐĂŶůĞĂƌŶƚŚĂƚŚĞƌĞ ?ďƵƚƐŽŵĞ
ƉĞŽƉůĞĚŽŶ ?ƚŚĂǀĞƚŚĞƌĞƐƉĞĐƚ ?ƚŚĞǇũƵƐƚĚŽŶ ?ƚĐĂƌĞ ? /ƚ ƐŶŽƚƚŚĞƌŝŐŚƚ
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĨŽƌƉĞŽƉůĞůŝŬĞƚŚĂƚ ?ŝƚ ?ƐĨŽƌƉĞŽƉůĞǁŚŽǁĂŶƚĂŶĞǁƐƚĂƌƚŝŶůŝĨĞ ?ŝƚ ?Ɛ
like a stepping stone to a better life. Companion. 
Established Companions could also sometimes find it difficult to deal with the number of 
people who were Companions for relatively short periods of time. Some Communities had 
a relatively small core of established Companions with the bulk of the Community being 
replaced by new Companions every few months. From their perspective, this could 
generate a sense of constant change that a few established Companions did not like, 
because aspects of the Community, the operation of Solidarity, had to be fairly 
continuously refreshed, or even rebuilt, to some degree.  
For some Companions there could be a sense of inequity related to the relative level of 
responsibility that they had. Again, this could be an issue for some of the more established 
Companions who had often acquired positions of relative responsibility compared to those 
around them. In addition, both established and more recently arrived Companions could 
occasionally feel there was inequity in the amount of work they were asked to do 
compared to some of the others. In most cases, the Communities gave a flat rate allowance 
to all Companions and, while Companions were working as volunteers, what was seen by 
some Companions as an absence of financial recompense for harder work or more 
responsibility was occasionally raised as an issue. A few Companions also thought that 
there should be more intervention by staff when someone was not contributing as much to 
their work as they were capable of doing.  
I suppose I was very idealistic. [Staff] can be too indulgent with the group, 
ƉĞŽƉůĞƵƐĞŝůůŶĞƐƐĂƐĂŶĞǆĐƵƐĞ ?ďƵƚ/ĚŽŶ ?ƚŬŶŽǁƚŚĂƚŝƚ ?ƐĂůǁĂǇƐƌĞĂů
illness...people for want of a better word, freeload, there are those who carry 
more weight, you do get animosity, resentment. Companion.  
From the perspective of a few of the more recently arrived Companions, established 
Companions who had been present in the Community for some time could sometimes 
ƐĞĞŵĚŝƐƚĂŶƚ ?dŚĞƌĞǁĂƐŽĐĐĂƐŝŽŶĂůůǇĂƐĞŶƐĞŽĨďĞŝŶŐ ‘ůŽŽŬĞĚĚŽǁŶŽŶ ?ďǇŵŽƌĞ
established Companions, though this was not very widely reported. A few Companions, 
including some established Companions, reported finding the Community alien and hard to 
adjust to at first.  
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tŚĞŶ/ĨŝƌƐƚĐĂŵĞŝƚǁĂƐĂďŝƚŽĨĂĐƵůƚƵƌĞƐŚŽĐŬĂŶĚĂƐ/ƐĂǇ/ ?ǀĞďĞĞŶŚĞƌĞƚŚƌĞĞ
and a half years. Companion.  
Most of the Companions reported at least some tensions arising from living and working 
together in a group. For many, this was simply natural, a function of what people behaved 
like when they were in close proximity to one another for long periods of time. The creation 
and maintenance of cliques within Communities was widely reported, though again this 
was often regarded as something that would naturally occur when a group of human beings 
spent time together. In many cases, the behaviour of others was no more than an 
occasional irritant and not something that was a major concern. These Companions 
generally presented their situation as getting on better with some people than others and 
avoiding the individuals they were less compatible with.  
dŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂĐŽƵƉůĞŽĨ ? ? ? ? ? ?ƵƚŝĨ/ǁĞƌĞŶ ?ƚŚĞƌĞĂŶĚǁĂƐƐŽŵĞǁŚĞƌĞĞůƐĞƚŚĞƌĞ
would still be *****. There always are. And anyway you just cope. There are no 
real negatives. Companion.  
For a minority of Companions living in a group was a source of tension. These Companions 
were usually individuals who felt separated out from the main body of people living in a 
Community. These Companions reported disputes, insults and animosity in their 
Communities that, even if they were not the target of any bullying, gave them a sense of 
unease and made them feel isolated. From the perspective of a few Companions, a 
collective attempt to try to respect the rules and treat others with respect meant that some 
tensions were not vocalised or resolved, i.e. in a few instances Companions did not enter 
into a shouting match or fight, but instead kept feelings of hostility or resentment under 
the surface. This could create an atmosphere of tension.  
dŽƉƵƚŝƚďůƵŶƚůǇƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐŝƚ ?ƐůŝŬĞŬŝĚƐŝŶĂƉůĂǇŐƌŽƵŶĚ ?ƚŚĞǇĐŚŝƚĐŚĂƚ ?ďĂĐŬ
ƐƚĂďĂŶĚďŝƚĐŚ ?ǀĞƌǇďŽĚǇŬĞĞƉƐƚŚŝƐŵƵƚƵĂůŚĂƌŵŽŶǇďƵƚƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂůŽƚŽĨƐƚƵĨĨŝŶ 
ƚŚĞďĂĐŬŽĨƚŚĞŝƌŚĞĂĚƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇǁĂŶƚƚŽƐĂǇďƵƚĚĂƌĞŶ ?ƚ ?Companion.  
WĞŽƉůĞ ?/ŶŐĞŶĞƌĂů ?ƚŚĂƚ ?ƐƚŚĞƚŚŝŶŐ ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ/ ?ǀĞŐŽƚĂůŽƚŽĨĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ?/ŬŶŽǁ
what people are like, they get cliquey, they can get greedy, they can get spiteful, 
they can be aggressive and violent, selfish, self-indulgent. Companion.  
Perspectives on the same Community could vary widely. tŚĂƚǁĂƐĂ ‘ĨĂŵŝůǇ ?ĨŽƌŽŶĞ
Companion and a supportive and friendly environment for several others might be a 
difficult, cliquey and unpleasant environment for another. One factor to bear in mind when 
considering these findings was that Emmaus could be working with people who had 
experienced or were being treated for mental health problems. Both the rare perceptions 
ŽĨŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐĂƐ ‘ŚŽƐƚŝůĞ ?ƉůĂĐĞs, and perhaps, the occasional belief that a Community 
and all its members were flawless in their behaviour and pursuit of Solidarity might have 
38 
ďĞĞŶŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚƚŽƐŽŵĞĚĞŐƌĞĞďǇŽŵƉĂŶŝŽŶƐ ?ƉĂƐƚĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐĂŶĚĐƵƌƌĞŶƚŵĞŶƚĂůǁĞůů-
being.  
Boredom and loneliness were not widely reported by Companions, but some drew 
attention to the relative absence of women from their Communities. These Companions 
tended to talk about the lack of female company, both in the sense of the Community 
being a less interesting place when it was just composed of men and in a few instances 
ƌĞŐĂƌĚĞĚƚŚĞƉƌĞƐĞŶĐĞŽĨǁŽŵĞŶĂƐĂ ‘ĐŝǀŝůŝƐŝŶŐ ?ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞƚŚĂƚŐĞŶĞƌĂůůǇŝŵƉƌŽǀĞĚ
standards of behaviour among men.  
/ǁĂƐƐƵƌƉƌŝƐĞĚŚŽǁĨĞǁĨĞŵĂůĞƐǁĞƌĞŝŶŚĞƌĞ ?/ǁĂƐĂƐŬŝŶŐĂƌŽƵŶĚƐŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞ
CŽŵƉĂŶŝŽŶƐǁŚŽŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶŚĞƌĞůŽŶŐĞƌƚŚĂŶŵĞ ?ŚŽǁĐŽŵĞƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐŵŽƌĞŵĂůĞ
ƚŚĂŶĨĞŵĂůĞƐ ?ŝƚ ?ƐƐŽƌƚŽĨŽŶĞƐŝĚĞĚ ?ƚŚĞǇƐĂŝĚƚŚĂƚĨĞŵĂůĞƐĂƌĞĐůĂƐƐĞĚĂƐŵŽƌĞ
ǀƵůŶĞƌĂďůĞƚŚĂŶŵĂůĞƐ ?/ƚŚŝŶŬŝƚ ?ƐŶŝĐĞƚŽŚĂǀĞĂĨĞŵĂůĞ ?ƐŽƉŝŶŝŽŶƐĂŶĚǀŝĞǁƐ ?
ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ ?ŝƚ ?ƐĂůůŵĂůĞƐŚĞƌĞŶŽǁ ?ŝƚ ?ƐĂůůůĂĚƐ ?ƚĂůŬ ŝƚ ?ƐĂůůŵĂůĞ
ŽƌŝĞŶƚĂƚĞĚ ?DĂůĞƐĂůůƚĞŶĚƚŽƐĂǇƚŚĞƐĂŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ?ĚŽƚŚĞƐĂŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ?
Companion. 
,ĞƌĞ ?/ ?ǀĞƐĞĞŶĨĞŵĂůĞƐĐŽŵĞĂŶĚŝƚ ?ƐǀĞƌǇŐŽŽĚŝĨǇŽƵĐĂŶŚĂǀĞŵŝǆĞĚďĞĐĂƵƐĞŝƚ
ĐŚĂŶŐĞƐƚŚĞĚŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇŽĨƚŚĞŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ?ŝƚ ?ƐŶŝĐĞ. Companion. 
Only a very small number of women Companions were interviewed for this research. Those 
who took part tended to remark on the gender imbalance in their Communities and to say 
that it had initially been disconcerting, but that they had adapted to living with a large 
group of men.  
Communities from the staff perspective  
Strengths of Emmaus Communities 
The perceptions of staff were not widely divergent from those of Companions. The staff 
saw the same positives and gains from being part of a Community as many Companions. 
The staff also reported some perceptions of where problems could exist in a Community 
that were again shared with some Companions.  
Like many Companions and particularly established Companions, the staff often saw 
Emmaus as offering places of positive change for those who joined the Communities. Staff 
often reported that one of the most rewarding aspects of working for Emmaus was 
watching the progress that could be made by Companions.  
The part of the job that I enjoy the most is probably the connection with the 
Companions and to see them evolve, to see how they come here and how they 
change in such a short period of time. Staff Member.  
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dŽƐĞĞƐŽŵĞďŽĚǇ ?ƐũŽƵƌŶĞǇ ?ĨƌŽŵďĞŝŶŐƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůůǇŵŽƌƐĞ ?ĂŶŐƌǇ ?ŐƵĂƌĚĞĚĂŶĚ
then over time learning to trust in humans again...and to contribute, and to get 
debt-free and to rekindle relationships. Staff Member.  
The big satisfaction for me is to watch people come in, absolutely unable to do 
anything for themselves, whether through mental health, drug addiction, 
alcohol addiction and then six months down the line, seeing that person taking 
driving lessons, passing their driving test, getting qualifications, learning to 
cook, cooking a meal for 40 people, you know just seeing people better their 
lives. Staff Member. 
After a couple of months you see a major difference. People are more confident 
and they can sort out their problems and they are not scared to ask for some 
help. They know they can rely on us and that they can ask for help. Staff 
Member.  
Staff were also likely to talk about how the Emmaus ethos had both attracted them to 
working in a Community and was also a rewarding aspect of their work. The focus on 
community, on Solidarity and on productive, structured and mutually supportive living was 
important to these staff members.  
I think really it was the unique ethos, having worked for day centres, night 
shelters, direct access shelters and in social work, it tended to be quite targeted 
orientated...you were expected to move on. The fact that with Emmaus it could 
be a stepping stone, you could be there a few weeks, a few months or even 
make a lifestyle choice and stay several years, that was very attractive. Also the 
fact that there was a purpose, in that they had to contribute to the best of their 
ability and work in the social enterprise and think gave back structure, gave 
back normality in terms of working skills. And having worked in daycentres and 
hostels where people were still signing on for JSA
29
, they got into a cycle of 
boredom really, and would just repeat the same destructive patterns, whereas I 
saw Emmaus as a unique model, because of the work, the philosophy and the 
solidarity and the fact that we work with those who suffer most. And also the 
ŚŽůŝƐƚŝĐĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚƚŚĂƚǁĞŚĂĚƚŽƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐƌĞŚabilitation. Staff Member.  
dŚĞŽƚŚĞƌƚŚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚĚƌĞǁŵĞƚŽŵŵĂƵƐǁĂƐƚŚĂƚƉĞŽƉůĞǁĞƌĞŶ ?ƚŐŽŝŶŐƚŽďĞ
sitting about all day, on benefits, getting into all kinds of things. The fact the 
Companions actually get up, go to work, and are actually doing something 
productive as well. Also the whole Solidarity side, the fact that the Companions 
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 Job Seekers Allowance.  
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actually go out and help the less fortunate, you know our guys are volunteering 
at the night-shelter, at the daycentre, we do various fundraising things as well. 
^Žŝƚ ?ƐŶŽƚĂůůĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞŵ ?ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐĂůŽƚŽĨƚŚĞƉĞŽƉůĞ/ ?ǀĞǁŽƌŬĞĚǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞ
ƉĂƐƚŝƚ ?ƐĂůůĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞŵĂŶĚǁŚĂƚĐĂŶƚŚĞǇŐĞƚ ?ǁŝƚŚŵŵĂƵƐŝƚ ?ƐĂůŽƚŵŽƌĞ
focused on what Companions can give other people. Staff Member. 
The holistic nature of what was offered by Emmaus, something that was mentioned by 
Companions as an incentive to becoming a Companion, was also viewed positively by staff. 
They saw Emmaus as offering something both unique in ethos and which was also 
comprehensive.  
/ƚ ?ƐĂŽŶĞƐƚŽƉƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶ ?zŽƵ ?ǀĞŐŽƚ ŵƵůƚŝƉůĞŶĞĞĚƐŝĨǇŽƵ ?ƌĞƐƚƌĞĞƚŚŽŵĞůĞƐƐĂŶĚ
we can take care of all of those needs almost instantly when someone walks in 
the door. Staff Member.  
The suitability of Emmaus for different groups of homeless people  
Acceptance of the Emmaus ethos  
The staff tended to report that some people took more readily and easily to the role of a 
Companion than others and that, in some cases, people found it difficult to adjust to the 
ethos of Community life. The Communities all employed an assessment process, a key 
element of which was to explain the operation of the Community and the expected role of 
a Companion within that Community. Alongside ensuring that people knew what they were 
ƚĂŬŝŶŐŽŶ ?ŝƚǁĂƐŝŶĞĂĐŚŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ?ƐŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƚŽŶŽƚ ĨĨĞƌƉůĂĐĞƐƚŽƉĞŽƉůĞǁŚŽǁĞre 
unwilling to adopt the Emmaus ethos.  
A difficulty for Communities could be when the assessment process had to be relatively 
rapid, for example because someone was on the street at the point they sought help, or 
when assessments had to be conducted by telephone. All the Communities took people 
from outside their immediate area and several took people from some distance away, 
necessitating the use of telephone assessments. When assessment had to be rapid because 
someone needed help straight away or was conducted at a distance there was little 
opportunity for either the new Companion or the Community to assess how well things 
were likely to work. By contrast, when someone local was seeking a place as a Companion 
and did not require immediate accommodation, that person could opt or be asked to 
volunteer at Emmaus, allowing both the person and the Community to see how well things 
were likely to work. 
The staff reported some concerns about the management of young people in Communities. 
While staff members generally thought that young people could be brought into the 
Community, two issues were reported. First, young people could be harder work for the 
Community and for staff to bring on board as they were sometimes seen as more likely, at 
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least initially, to reject and dispute the Emmaus ethos. Various explanations were advanced 
ĨŽƌƚŚŝƐ ?ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐǇŽƵŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞďĞŝŶŐĂďƵƐŝǀĞĂŶĚĚŝƐƌĞƐƉĞĐƚĨƵůŽĨŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?ŝ ?Ğ ? ‘ĂĐƚŝŶŐƵƉ ? ?
because they were inherently insecure and some young people simply being unused to any 
sort of structure in their lives and entirely unfamiliar with working life. The issues with 
 ‘ǇŽƵŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ǁĞƌĞŚŽǁĞǀĞƌƐĞĞŶůĂƌŐĞůǇŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨƚĞĞŶĂŐĞƌƐĂŶĚƚŚŽƐĞŝŶƚŚĞŝƌĞĂƌůǇ
twenties: someone who was twenty-five was less likely to be viewed as potentially 
problematic.  
A lot of the older guys that we get are much more up for the ethos, the 
Solidarity, a lot of the younger ones just come because they need somewhere to 
live. And when you talk to them about how it all came about, 1949, Solidarity, 
they sort of glaze over a bit, I think a lot of young people just fall into Emmaus 
just because they are homeless. Staff Member.  
I think those who used to work before, who know what is required in the 
workplace, and can commit themselves. We have noticed that from certain 
agencies we have very good Companions coming in, because they refer to us the 
right kind of people. But I am not sure whether this is a good place for very 
young Companions, because I think they need something different, here there is 
ŶŽƚŵƵĐŚ ‘ĨƵŶ ? ?ŝĨǇŽƵŬŶŽǁǁŚĂƚ/ŵĞĂŶ ?ŶŽƚŵƵĐŚƉůĂǇŝŶŐ ?ŝƚ ?ƐĂƐĞƌŝŽƵƐ
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞǇĂƌĞŶŽƚǀĞƌǇŵĂƚƵƌĞƚŚĞǇĚŽŶ ?ƚŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇ
appreciate the place that much. Staff Member. 
Second, young people were seen as potentially problematic if they were present in large 
numbers. If there were several young people together at once, particularly if they were all 
young men, there was the potential for them to set off and exacerbate poor behaviour in 
one another. From the perspective of some staff, a Community could handle a certain 
number of young people, but as they at least initially took more resources to manage, both 
in terms of the time needed from staff and the time needed from more established 
Companions, a Community could not take on too many at once. Again, what was meant by 
 ‘ǇŽƵŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƚĞŶĚĞĚƚŽŽŶůǇŵĞĂŶƚĞĞŶĂŐĞƌƐĂŶĚƚŚŽƐĞŝŶƚŚĞŝƌĞĂƌůǇƚǁĞŶƚŝĞƐ ? Several 
staff members thought that exposure to older, more mature Companions could help bring 
about positive changes in young people.  
/ƚ ?ƐĂďŽƵƚďĂůĂŶĐĞ ?/ŵĞĂŶŝĨǇŽƵ ?ǀĞŐŽƚĂŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇŽĨĐ ŵƉůĞƚĞǇŽƵŶŐƐƚĞƌƐŝƚ
can be, well, quite dangerous. So what we try to do here is have a balance 
between older people and younger guys, experienced and new Companions as 
well, experienced Companions to offer advice, show things to the new guys. 
Staff Member. 
Some people were also thought to find the more communal aspects of living and working in 
a Community more of a strain than others. Staff sometimes described this group in terms of 
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ƉĞŽƉůĞǁŚŽǁĞƌĞ ‘ůŽŶĞƌƐ ?ĂŶĚůĞƐƐŚĂƉƉǇǁŽƌking with others. This was less of an issue 
from the perspective of staff than the issues that could arise with the management of 
ǇŽƵŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ĂƐ ‘ůŽŶĞƌƐ ?ĐŽƵůĚŽĨƚĞŶďĞĨŽƵŶĚĂƌŽůĞƚŚĂƚƐƵŝƚĞĚƚŚĞŵ ? 
We have some Companions who are not always happy working with others. So 
we try to find them things to do, at least a few times a week, that they are 
happy about doing and they can be in charge of their work. So we have one 
Companion who might be very happy doing all the gardening, but they might be 
less happy in the shop where they have to interact with others. It depends on 
personality. Staff Member. 
There could also simply be a lack of fit between life in a Community and what some 
individuals wanted or were comfortable with. Some individuals did not present a 
Community with any management problems but were just not comfortable with life in the 
Community and left of their own accord.  
Quite often after a period of say two months, you have Companions who decide 
 ‘ŶŽ ?ƚŚŝƐŝƐŶŽƚƚŚĞƉůĂĐĞĨŽƌŵĞ ? ? ? ?ĨĂŝƌĞŶŽƵŐŚǁĞĚŽŶ ?ƚĨŽƌĐĞĂŶǇŽŶĞƚŽƐƚĂǇ ?ǁĞ
are trying to create a community. Staff Member. 
tĞ ?ǀĞŐŽƚĂůĂĚƚŚĂƚ ?ƐǁŝƚŚƵƐĂƚƚŚĞŵŽŵĞŶƚĂŶĚŝƚũƵƐƚĚŽĞƐŶŽƚƐƵŝƚŚŝŵůŝǀŝŶŐ
ŝŶĂƐŚĂƌĞĚŚŽƵƐĞ ?ŚĞĐĂŶ ?ƚŚĂŶĚůĞŚĂǀŝŶŐƚŽŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚǁŝƚŚĂůůƚŚĞƐĞƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ŚĞ
ĚŽĞƐŶ ?ƚǁĂŶƚ to do shop work, he wants to be a support worker. dŚĞŶǁĞ ?ǀĞŐŽƚ
ŽƚŚĞƌŐƵǇƐǁŚŽ ?ǀĞĐŽŵĞĂŶĚŝƚƌĞĂůůǇƐƵŝƚƐƚŚĞŵ ?ǇŽƵŬŶŽǁ ?ƚŚĞǇůŽǀĞƚŚĞǁŽƌŬ
and they love being part of Emmaus and are proud to bear the logo. And you get 
Companions who are really up for ƚŚĞ^ŽůŝĚĂƌŝƚǇ ?ǇŽƵŐĞƚŽƚŚĞƌƐƚŚĂƚĚŽŶ ?ƚǁĂŶƚ
to do it, just want to do their work and go home. Staff Member. 
Chronic homelessness  
Chronic homelessness describes those homeless people who have high support needs, 
characteristics and behaviours that are associated with repeated contact with services that 
have failed to resolve their homelessness. This group includes people presenting with both 
severe mental illness and problematic alcohol and/or drug use, chaotic and challenging 
behaviour and quite often with some history of anti-social and criminal behaviour. Robust 
evidence on this group of homeless people is largely confined to the USA, but there is some 
research indicating it is also present in the UK and in France
30
. The research base strongly 
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 Poulin, S.R. et al  ? ? ? ? ? ? ‘Service Use and Costs for Persons Experiencing Chronic Homelessness in 
Philadelphia: A Population-Based Study ? Psychiatric Services 61,11, pp.1093-1098; Fitzpatrick, S. et al (2011) 
 ‘Multiple Exclusion Homelessness in the UK: Key Patterns and Intersections ? Social Policy and Society, 10, pp. 
501-512; BƌŽƵƐƐĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ‘ĞĐŽŵŝŶŐĂŶĚƌĞŵĂŝŶŝŶŐŚŽŵĞůĞƐƐ PĂďƌ ĂŬĚŽǁŶŽĨƐŽĐŝĂůƚŝĞƐor difficulties 
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indicates that only a small number of the total population of homeless people at any one 
point in time are actually within the chronically homeless group
31
.  
The staff reported that it was difficult for Communities to incorporate chronically homeless 
people because of the issues that could arise in managing them. It was entirely possible and 
practical for an Emmaus Community to engage with someone who was a recovering drug 
addict and all the Communities visited for this research were currently, or had at some 
point, supported people on Methadone scripts to manage heroin addiction. Similarly, the 
Communities incorporated people who had been involved in problematic drinking and also 
had Companions who were recovering from mental health problems and severe mental 
illness. High support needs in themselves were not necessarily an issue for an Emmaus 
Community, but it was difficult to have chronically homeless Companions who were 
characterised by behaviours that meant a range of services had failed to engage with them 
successfully. Emmaus Communities could not, from the staff perspective, manage 
individuals who represented serious risks to themselves or those around them, who would 
be so disruptive that a point was reached where they jeopardised the functionality of the 
Community or who would, in the end, simply not cooperate or participate.  
/ƚŵŝŐŚƚďĞĂďŝƚĚĞƐƚĂďŝůŝƐŝŶŐ ?tĞĐĂŶ ?ƚƚĂŬĞŽŶƉĞŽƉůĞƚŚĂƚŵŝŐŚƚĚŝƐƌƵƉƚ
ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?tĞ ?ƌĞǀĞƌǇǁĂƌǇĂďŽƵƚƚĂŬŝŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞǁŝƚŚĐŚĂůůĞŶŐŝŶŐŵĞŶƚĂůŚĞĂůƚŚ
ŶĞĞĚƐ ?tĞĚŽŶ ?ƚǁĂŶƚƚŽŵĂŬĞĂƌŽĚĨor our own back. Staff Member. 
/ƚ ?ƐĂƐŚĂŵĞƌĞĂůůǇďĞĐĂƵƐĞ/ŬŶŽǁƚŚĞƌĞĂƌĞƉĞŽƉůĞŽƵƚƚŚĞƌĞǁŝƚŚŶĞĞĚƐƚŚĂƚ/
ŬŶŽǁǁĞĐĂŶ ?ƚŵĞĞƚ ?tĞŚĂǀĞƚŽƌĞĂůŝƐƚŝĐĂůůǇƐĂǇƚŽŽƵƌƐĞůǀĞƐƚŚĂƚǁĞǁŽŶ ?ƚďĞ
able to either. Staff Member. 
Yeah definitely, we have to be realistic inasmuch as we are not a direct access 
ƐŚĞůƚĞƌŽƌĂŚŽƐƚĞů ?ǁĞĐĂŶŶŽƚƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůůǇŵĂŶĂŐĞǀĞƌǇĐŚĂŽƚŝĐďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌƐ ? ? ?ǁĞ ?Ě
probably struggle with violent behaviours. tĞ ?ǀĞĨŽƵŶĚƚŚĂƚǁŚĞŶƉĞŽƉůĞĂƌĞĂƚ
ƚŚĞƉŽŝŶƚŽĨĐŽŵŝŶŐŝŶƚŽŵŵĂƵƐƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞĚŽŶĞĂůůƚŚĂƚ ?ƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞĚŽŶĞƚŚĞƐƚƌĞĞƚ
ƐĐĞŶĞ ?ƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞĚŽŶĞƚŚĞŚŽƐƚĞůĂŶĚƚŚĞĚĂǇĐĞŶƚƌĞ ?ƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞĂĐƚƵĂůůǇŐŽƚƚŽĂƉŽŝŶƚ
in their lives where they see this as a last chance saloon really, and so we also 
have to be realistic about the skill set we have as a staff team. Staff Member. 
                                                                                                                                                                   
ĂĐĐĞƐƐŝŶŐŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ ? ?ŝŶ& ? ? ? ? ? ? ?Economie et Statistique: Special Issue on the Homeless (English Version) 
INSEE: Paris, pp. 43-78. 
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London: CLG; Jones, A. and Pleace, N. (2010) A Review of Single Homelessness in the UK 2000 - 2010 London: 
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As was sometimes thought to be the case with some young people, there could from the 
ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞŽĨƐŽŵĞŵĞŵďĞƌƐŽĨƐƚĂĨĨďĞĂ ‘ƚŝƉƉŝŶŐƉŽŝŶƚ ?ĂƚǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇƐƚĂƌƚĞĚ
to struggle with managing the number of Companions with high support needs. It might be 
possible to include one or two chronically homeless people within a Community, but if 
numbers went beyond a certain point, things could become more difficult to manage.  
The two most serious periods of instability that I can remember here in the last 
ƚĞŶǇĞĂƌƐŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶǁŚĞŶǁĞ ?ǀĞŚĂĚĂĐŽƌĞŽĨŚĞĂǀǇĚŝƐƌƵƉƚŝǀĞĚƌŝŶŬĞƌƐĂŶĚŝƚ
can colour the whole Community. Staff Member. 
Women 
For most members of staff there was nothing inherent in the operation of an Emmaus 
Community that made it less attractive or suitable for female Companions. The reason for 
low numbers of women relative to men was thought by some to be closely linked to the 
relative levels of service provision and the focus of the statutory homelessness system, 
particularly for women who had children with them
32
. From this perspective, Emmaus 
worked with relatively few women because women at risk of homelessness were picked up 
by other services and systems and did not tend to experience sleeping rough or stays in 
emergency accommodation at the same rate as lone homeless men.  
There are better services for women. They have access to statutory system if 
have children and there are also DV
33
 services for women at risk of violence. 
Men will go to bottom of the pile if they have no dependents. tŽŵĞŶũƵƐƚĚŽŶ ?ƚ
get referred at the same rate. Most of our referrals of women are from prison, 
bail hostels and outreach services for people sleeping rough. Staff Member.  
Staff generally thought that increasing representation of women among Companions would 
be beneficial. As was the case with some Companions who were interviewed, women were 
generally thought to be a stabilising influence in a Community, although it was also 
acknowledged there could be tensions when one or more male Companions sought to 
establish a relationship with a female Companion.  
/ĂĐƚŝǀĞůǇƚƌǇĂŶĚŐĞƚǁŽŵĞŶŽŶƚŚĞǁĂŝƚŝŶŐůŝƐƚ ?/ƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂůŽƚŵŽƌĞƚŚĂƚ
ĐŽƵůĚďĞĚŽŶĞďƵƚǁŽŵĞŶĚŽŶ ?ƚĂƉƉůǇƵŶĨŽƌƚƵŶĂƚĞůǇ ?/ǁŝƐŚƚŚĞǇǁŽƵůĚďĞĐĂƵƐĞ
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they would certainly have a humanising effect ŽŶƚŚĞŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ?/ĨĂǁŽŵĂŶ
ĂƉƉůŝĞĚŶŽǁ/ǁŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚĞǀĞŶŵĞŶƚŝŽŶƚŚĞĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂǁĂŝƚŝŶŐ ůŝƐƚ ?ƐŚĞ ?ůůďĞ
ŶĞǆƚŝƚ ?ƐĂƐƐŝŵƉůĞĂƐƚŚĂƚ ?/ũƵƐƚƚŚŝŶŬŝƚ ?ƐŶŝĐĞƚŽŚĂǀĞƚŚĂƚŵŝǆƋƵŝƚĞĨƌĂŶŬůǇ ? 
Staff Member. 
Balancing the roles of Emmaus Communities  
Staff reported that Communities had to reconcile their role as supportive communities with 
the effective operation of the social enterprises and businesses on which each Community 
depended. This set some limits to the range of people who become Companions from the 
perspective of staff. It was difficult for a Community to have someone as a Companion who 
was unable to do any of the work on offer. The Communities could cope with a wide range 
of capabilities because they had different kinds of work on offer. Younger and stronger 
Companions could drive the vans, collect furniture and make deliveries, work in the café 
when the Community possessed one and/or be responsible for feeding the other 
Companions. Less physically strong Companions could work on the shop floor and those 
with limited mobility might be given roles like PAT testing of donated electrical items. 
However, it could be difficult for a Community to afford to physically adapt their 
accommodation and workplaces for some groups of disabled people, such as wheelchair 
users or someone with severe learning difficulties.  
More generally, the needs of the businesses or social enterprises, while they did not in any 
sense dominate the assessment process, could set the context in which assessments were 
undertaken. A Community could sometimes find itself really needing one or more people 
with shop floor experience, drivers with a clean licence or people with another set of skills 
such as catering experience.  
/ƚ ?ƐĂǀĞƌǇĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚďĂůĂŶĐĞďĞƚǁĞĞŶďĞŝŶŐĨŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůůǇ buoyant so you can have 
the revenue stream to pay for the house, but then also ensuring that your focus 
does not become so heavily commercial that you forget the welfare side of what 
ǁĞ ?ƌĞƚƌǇŝŶŐƚŽĂĐŚŝĞǀĞ ? ŶĚƐŽŝƚ ?ƐĚĞůŝĐĂƚĞŝŶƚĞƌƉůĂǇ ? You sometimes get to the 
ƉŽŝŶƚǁŚĞƌĞǇŽƵ ?ĚůŝŬĞĂĚƌŝǀĞƌ ?ŽƌǇŽƵ ?ĚůŝŬĞƐŽŵĞďŽĚǇǁŝƚŚĂƚƌĂĚĞďĂĐŬŐƌŽƵŶĚ ?
but also you do not want to engineer it so you are looking at the skill set and 
what the Companion is capable of, rather than giving someone an opportunity. 
Staff Member. 
If someone was not able to work, we would probably not accept that person, 
because it would mean we would have less hands to help us and we are trying 
to be self sufficient. We have to run the shop, we need Companions to help us. 
But there are two situations, we could have a potential Companion who is 
disabled, or we could have an existing Companion who becomes disabled. In the 
latter case we would try to help them and accommodate them in the 
46 
Community...we would try to give them just light duties, there is always 
ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐƚŽĚŽ ?ǇŽƵĚŽŶ ?ƚŚĂǀĞƚŽǁŽƌŬǀĞƌǇŚĂƌĚ ?ǇŽƵŚĂǀĞƚŽǁŽƌŬƚŽƚŚĞďĞƐƚ
of your ability. Staff Member.  
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5 New Growth for Emmaus  
Introduction  
This final chapter discusses the possible future directions of growth for Emmaus in the UK, 
drawing on the research results presented in the preceding chapters. The chapter begins by 
discussing the successes of Emmaus and the case for continuing to follow the existing 
Emmaus model. The following section looks at the possible modifications that might be 
contemplated that would add services and activities to the existing Emmaus Community 
model while retaining it as the core activity of Emmaus. The final section looks at the extent 
to which Emmaus might move into new forms of activity.  
The case for keeping on the existing path 
Emmaus has a particular ethos and approach to tackling homelessness through the use of 
self supporting Communities that promote Solidarity. This research has had a specific focus 
on looking at whether the existing scope and operations of these Communities might be 
modified or changed to enable Emmaus to diversify what it provides and enables; it was 
not a robust evaluation of how well existing Communities work. The research did not 
incorporate the longitudinal evaluation that would be necessary to determine the rate at 
which the Communities were successful nor how sustained the exits from homelessness 
were, particularly in relation to what happened to former Companions after they left a 
Community. Against this, the research found obvious contentment among many 
Companions, the belief among staff that their Communities were effective and anecdotal 
evidence of successful and sustained exits from homelessness resulting from becoming an 
Emmaus Companion.  
Every existing Community that the research team visited was in a position where it was 
running a waiting list. Demand for places as a Companion in a Community was high. This 
finding needs to be treated with some degree of caution, as Emmaus Communities were 
operating in a situation in which mainstream homelessness services were already beginning 
to contract as funding cuts took effect upon them. Some of the homeless people seeking to 
become Companions may have just been seeking any help they could get, rather than being 
specifically interested in Emmaus. Nevertheless, demand to become an Emmaus 
Companion was high: homeless people needed and wanted the support that Emmaus could 
offer.  
The fieldwork showed that promoting greater awareness of what exactly Emmaus could 
offer could attract more homeless people to seek to become Companions. While some 
homeless people did not want to become Companions and some of those who did become 
Companions found it did not suit them, there was evidence of a substantial group of 
homeless people who were actively interested in living in a Community that offered them 
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support, structured activity and work. The prospect of being in a living situation in which 
there were people who had had the same experiences and in which they would be treated 
with respect and tolerance also appealed to some homeless people. Once they became 
Companions, some formerly homeless people became fully engaged with the Emmaus 
ethos to the extent that they felt a loyalty to Emmaus and wanted to remain part of it, for 
example in expressing a wish to become members of staff.  
All the Emmaus Communities in the UK are all secular and so too is the Emmaus UK 
Federation. However, the research found quite a widespread impression among homeless 
people without any direct experience of Emmaus that the Communities were very religious 
ƉůĂĐĞƐƚŚĂƚƚƌŝĞĚƚŽ ‘ĐŽŶǀĞƌƚ ?ƉĞŽƉůĞƚŽŚƌŝƐƚŝĂŶŝƚǇ ?tŚŝůĞƚŚŝƐǁĂƐŶŽƚĐŽƌƌĞĐƚ ?ƚŚĞĨĂůƐĞ
ŝŵƉƌĞƐƐŝŽŶŽĨŵŵĂƵƐĂƐďĞŝŶŐ ‘ŚƌŝƐƚŝĂŶ ?ǁĂƐĂĐƚƵĂůůǇĂĐƚŝŶŐĂƐĂĚĞƚĞƌƌĞŶƚƚŽƐŽŵĞ
homeless people approaching Emmaus Communities. A greater emphasis on ensuring 
people know that Emmaus is secular might attract those homeless people who do not want 
to approach or use services that actively promote Christianity.  
ƐĞĐŽŶĚ ‘ŵǇƚŚ ?ĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨŵŵĂƵƐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ǆŝƐƚĞĚĂŵong some homeless 
ƉĞŽƉůĞǁŝƚŚŽƵƚĚŝƌĞĐƚĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞŽĨŵŵĂƵƐ ?dŚŝƐǁĂƐƚŚĂƚ “ĞǀŝĐƚŝŽŶ ?ǁŽƵůĚƌĞƐƵůƚĨƌŽŵĂ
 “ǌĞƌŽƚŽůĞƌĂŶĐĞ ?ĚƌƵŐĂŶĚĂůĐŽŚŽůƉŽůŝĐǇ ?ƐŶŽƚĞĚ ?ŵŵĂƵƐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐĐŽƵůĚĂƐŬƉĞŽƉůĞ
ƚŽůĞĂǀĞ ?ďƵƚĚŝĚŶŽƚƚĞŶĚƚŽ “ĞǀŝĐƚ ?ĂŶǇŽŶĞ ?ƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐĂůůŽǁing former Companions who 
had been asked to leave multiple chances to rejoin a Community. An incident of drug and 
alcohol use might bring an offer of support rather than an immediate requirement that 
someone leave a Community. Making this clear while being careful not to suggest that 
Emmaus is entirely tolerant of drug and alcohol use will require quite careful explanation, 
but again, it may attract more potential Companions who might benefit from the support 
Emmaus can offer.  
Although the Communities do draw on Housing Benefit as a funding stream, they are 
heavily reliant on their businesses and social enterprises to support themselves. This gives 
Emmaus the potential to expand in a context where mainstream homelessness services, 
often highly dependent on contracts and grants from local authorities, national and central 
government are constricting. ŵŵĂƵƐĐĂŶƚŽƐŽŵĞĞǆƚĞŶƚ ‘ƐƚĞƉŝŶ ?ƚŽĂĚĚƌĞƐƐƚŚĞŐĂƉƐƚŚĂƚ
may be left as the mainstream homelessness service sector continues to decrease, a 
process that looks set to continue for years
34
.  
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Emmaus has another quality that is important in the current context. This is the emphasis 
on economic as well as social reintegration among Companions. In providing access to 
volunteer work, work experience and training, Emmaus Communities are in line with 
current policy developments in the UK. Under the previous Labour administrations there 
was an increasing emphasis on tackling homelessness through tackling exclusion from the 
labour market. Solutions to homelessness that did not include work and work related 
activities were increasingly viewed as undesirable because there was limited benefit to 
homeless people or to wider society. A formerly homeless person living in social rented or 
private rented sector accommodation, who is isolated, has nothing to do and depends on 
benefit was not viewed as in an ideal living situation
35
. The focus on work and work related 
activity as a solution to homelessness has become even stronger under the current 
Coalition Government. The policy context is now one in which modification of the entire 
welfare benefit system is planned to improve sustainable access to work. A core part of 
what Emmaus does is broadly in line with current homelessness policy objectives in 
England, because it provides work experience, qualifications and training
36
.  
In summary, Emmaus Communities offer a model for which there is some evidence of 
effectiveness, for which there seems to be both an existing demand and quite possibly a 
wider potential demand. Emmaus also has the potential to expand in a context in which 
other forms of support for homeless people are often being significantly reduced and its 
objectives, in relation to work and work related activity, are broadly in line with current 
policy objectives.  
Retaining the current focus and expanding the number of Communities using the existing 
operational model could then be a logical direction for Emmaus. Drawing on the research 
evidence presented in this report, retaining the current approach would have some 
implications:  
x It will need to be acknowledged that there are some homeless people for whom 
Emmaus will not be a realistic option. This includes chronically homeless people who 
are characterised by repeated service engagement failures, severe mental illness and 
problematic drug and alcohol use and people who are unable to undertake any of the 
range of work offered by a Community. There may sometimes need to be careful 
consideration of the number of young people that any single Community should have as 
Companions. These issues should not however be regarded as necessarily being an 
                                                     
35
 Pleace, N and Bretherton, J. (2006) Sharing and matching local and national data on adults of working age 
facing multiple barriers to employment London : DWP 
36
 Wilson, W. (2011) Homelessness in England - Commons Library Standard Note SN01164 
http://www.parliament.uk/briefing-papers/SN01164  
50 
operational problem or limitation for Emmaus Communities: there is growing research 
evidence from around the World and within the UK that chronically homeless people 
are a small group within a much larger homeless population
37
. Most homeless people, 
including most lone adults, will not have support needs, sets of behaviours and 
characteristics that prohibit their living successfully as a Companion.  
x Emmaus will suit some individuals more than others. Improvement of information 
dissemination across the Emmaus Movement is necessary if the existing model is to be 
retained. The fieldwork suggests that better information dissemination would attract 
more homeless people with an interest in volunteer work and the Emmaus ethos, 
potentially increasing access to Emmaus to people who could gain from being a 
Companion. Equally, improvement of information dissemination might also effectively 
deter some people who would not wish to become a Companion.  
x It will need to be acknowledged that changing the gender balance of Companions may 
be quite difficult. This research suggests that there are relatively low numbers of 
women in Emmaus Communities because there are relatively low numbers of women in 
the lone adult homeless population. Other research has long suggested this pattern and 
the explanation is thought to be more extensive provision of mainstream services for 
women with children and women who have become homeless due to domestic 
violence
38
. It may not be a queƐƚŝŽŶŽĨŵĂŬŝŶŐŵŵĂƵƐ ‘ĂƚƚƌĂĐƚŝǀĞ ?ƚŽǁŽŵĞŶǁŚŽĂƌĞ
homeless to address the issue of gender balance. However, mainstream service 
provision for homeless women and children and for women at risk of service provision 
is very likely to be subject to extensive funding cuts: this may mean that more women 
join the lone adult homeless population and seek help from Emmaus.  
x Some Communities are operating in very different economic contexts. For example the 
Community in Preston was operating in a context where the population living around it 
was disproportionately poor, whereas the population living around the Cambridge 
Emmaus was relatively affluent. The local authority of Preston District is the 41
st
 most 
deprived authority in the England; by contrast Cambridge ranked 188
th
 on the same 
list
39 ?ĂŵďƌŝĚŐĞ ?ƐĨƵƌŶŝƚƵƌĞƐŚŽƉŚĂĚĂŐĞŶĞƌĂůůǇmuch more affluent customer base, a 
greater footfall of customers and received relatively good quality donations compared 
to Preston. The business model, scale and operation of future Communities may need 
to allow for the economic context in the area in which they are situated.  
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Adding services  
There is the potential to retain the core of the existing Emmaus model and add additional 
services. Staff identified move-on services that allowed Companions to manage the 
transition from the Community into independent housing as the main way in which the 
range of support provided by their Community could be improved. In Preston a small 
number of houses had been bequeathed to the Community and an arrangement was in 
place where letting some of these houses at full market rents helped subsidise a number of 
move-on places for former Companions. In some cases, staff envisaged the provision of 
housing on a temporary or permanent basis, in others it was thought that housing might 
receive some element of floating support from the Community, to ensure that former 
Companions had access to help if they needed it. Staff raised questions about how the 
provision of move-on accommodation and any floating support services to facilitate 
resettlement would be funded.  
The researchers discussed another possibility with staff, which was to increase the range or 
extent of support offered by Communities. Two models were suggested to staff:  
x  ‘ƐƚĞƉƉĞĚ ?ŵŽĚĞůǁŚĞƌĞƐŽŵĞŽne with higher support needs was brought to a point 
where they were ready to become a Companion over time. It was possible to imagine 
this being used to bring people with higher support needs into the Community as 
Companions. 
x Provision of additional support workers that enabled a Community to work with people 
with a wider range of needs than was currently the case. 
Some staff took the view that these discussions of these possible extensions of the support 
provided by Emmaus Communities were founded on a misconception of the Communities. 
/ŶƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƚŽĂ ‘ƐƚĞƉƉĞĚ ?ŵŽĚĞů ?ƐƚĂĨĨƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƌĞǁĂƐƚŚĞƐĐŽƉĞƚŽďƌŝŶŐĂƚůĞĂƐƚ
some people into the Community in stages. Local homeless people could volunteer at a 
Community first, getting familiar with what being a Companion was and getting themselves 
ready for joining the Community. Those who were not able to volunteer first, because of 
their circumstances, i.e. they were living rough or because they had been referred from 
ƐŽŵĞĚŝƐƚĂŶĐĞĂǁĂǇ ?ǁĞƌĞĂůƐŽŶŽƚ ‘ƌƵƐŚĞĚ ?ŝŶƚŽďĞŝŶŐĂŽŵƉĂŶŝŽŶ ? Allowances were 
made and support was provided to enable people to get used to being a Companion.  
In terms of increasing the provision of on-site support more generally, staff took the view 
that Emmaus Communities were already working with groups that included people with 
severe mental illness, who were recovering from heroin addiction and who had other 
support needs. /ĨƐŽŵĞŽŶĞǁĂƐ ‘ĐŚƌŽŶŝĐĂůůǇŚŽŵĞůĞƐƐ ?, chaotic and difficult to manage, 
there were the concerns that it could be disruptive to a Community to attempt to include 
that individual. More generally, staff questioned how additional support services would be 
funded without increasing the income stream for their Community.  
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New directions  
Communities for specific groups  
One possible option for Emmaus would be to develop Communities for specific groups. This 
might include: 
x Communities for chronically homeless people  
x Communities for women 
x Communities for young people  
x Communities for specific cultural and ethnic groups 
These Communities would not be able to operate in quite the same way as an existing 
Emmaus Community. A Community for chronically homeless people would need to be 
resource intensive and might have to undertake a different core activity in terms of the 
social enterprise or business that supported it and it might be that such a Community 
would need to be cross subsidised in order to function. There is strong evidence from the 
New York Pathways Housing First programme that with the right combination of floating 
support and independent living chronically homeless people can live stable lives in settled 
housing and end what can be decades of homelessness. However, there is little evidence 
that even the most successful of interventions with chronically homeless people are able to 
engage the people using their services in structured activity, volunteering or work
40
. 
European service models that have successfully stabilised chronically homeless people in 
ƐŵĂůůĐŽŵŵƵŶĂůůŝǀŝŶŐĂƌƌĂŶŐĞŵĞŶƚƐ ?ƐƵĐŚĂƐƚŚĞĂŶŝƐŚ ‘^ŬĂĞǀĞ,ƵƐĞ ?approach, have not 
sought to offer volunteer work or other structured activity or secure paid work for the 
people using them
41
.  
TŚĞĞǆƚĞŶƚƚŽǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞŵŵĂƵƐŵŽĚĞůĐŽƵůĚďĞ ‘ƐƚƌĞƚĐŚĞĚ ?ƚŽǁŽƌŬƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵůůǇǁŝƚŚ
chronically homeless people may be questionable. As is discussed below, however, this 
does not necessarily mean Emmaus cannot increase its work with chronically homeless 
people.  
Similarly, while there is the potential to develop Emmaus Communities for women some 
thought would need to be given to what these Communities would be seeking to achieve. 
Experience of violence and abuse are widespread among women who become homeless 
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and a Community would have to take this into account both in terms of the range of 
support it provided and the activities that it undertook
42
. A supportive community that was 
just for homeless women would need to offer services related to domestic violence which 
would change the nature of what Emmaus was, for example there would be a need for the 
site to be physically secure and for its address not to be public if it were to engage with 
women who were homeless due to a risk of domestic violence. This is not entirely 
inconceivable, for example a Community could be structured around a web-based social 
enterprise model, but careful thought would be required to consider how such a 
Community might fit alongside mainstream service provision for homeless women.  
A Community focused on young people would again need a distinct range of support 
services and though to a lesser extent than would be necessary when working with a 
chronically homeless population, would probably need to offer more intensive services 
than existing Emmaus Communities. The management of groups of young people, 
particularly groups of young men, would sometimes present specific challenges. Staff in the 
Emmaus Communities were also sometimes of the view that the exposure to older and 
more established Companions was a key factor in determining success in working with 
young people.  
Finally there is the issue of whether Emmaus might consider Communities for specific 
cultural and ethnic groups. The role of Emmaus in helping homeless people from cultural 
and ethnic minorities was not something that this research was able to explore in any detail 
because the Communities only contained a very small number of Companions who were 
not White British and either Christian or of no specific religion. This was not necessarily 
indicative of any sort of limitation or failure in existing Emmaus Communities. While the 
rate at which some cultural and ethnic minorities experience homelessness is sometimes 
higher, the absolute numbers involved remain quite small, reflecting the low proportion of 
the UK population who are not of White European origin
43
. Two issues would need to be 
considered before starting a Community for a specific cultural group. First, whether there 
would be sufficient need for a Community for a specific group and second, how a focus on a 
particular cultural group would fit within the emphasis on a secular approach within 
Emmaus in the UK.  
Something that is an issue related to ethnic and cultural difference is the provision of 
services to homeless people who have limited rights to benefits and services in the UK 
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because of their migration status. In particular, undocumented migrants might become 
homeless and be unable to access any form of State funded support (i.e. defined as having 
no recourse to public funds). The Emmaus Communities involved in this research could and 
had occasionally taken undocumented migrants as Companions, although the numbers 
involved were very small. The wider questions here are ultimately rather complex, 
balancing the extent to which the UK can be expected to deal with the needs of people who 
are not its citizens against a situation in which some migrants can end up sleeping rough 
and ineligible for most forms of assistance. Emmaus Communities cannot claim Housing 
Benefit for groups like undocumented migrants and this makes it more difficult to provide 
these groups with support.  
Working in different ways 
Radical changes are occurring in social and welfare policy under the current government. 
One of the potentially most significant is the shift towards volunteer and charity responses 
to social and economic need in British society. Emmaus Communities already make a 
contribution to the wellbeing of wider society through their Solidarity work, both within 
and outside the UK. There may be scope to expand some of this activity by extending the 
range and nature of the social enterprises and businesses that Emmaus is involved in to 
fund new forms of activity.  
One possibility is to look towards the use of cross-subsidy within Emmaus or even contract 
agreements with local authorities to provide additional support for homeless people. A 
Community with a budget surplus, or which entered into agreements with other agencies, 
might for example provide or assist in providing a night-shelter facility in an area or support 
the provision of a floating support service. Alongside providing financial support, 
Companions might also be involved in volunteering to support these services or their role 
as a Companion might even centre on the support of others. Emmaus could contemplate 
using its own self-generated resources to move into new areas of support or it could work 
with others towards this end. It may be that the future for Emmaus does not necessarily lie 
on one path but several, as there are good reasons to continue using the existing model for 
Communities as well as considering how Emmaus might move in new directions.  
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